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William  A.  Covebt  agt.  Hbrman  Hennebebgeb. 

Action  between  partners  —  demurrer  to  eor/lplmnt. 

In  an  action  between  partners,  in  order  to  justify  a  recovery  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  for  any  *'$peeifio  sum  "  there  should  have  been  a  balance 
struck,  or  agreed  upon,  as  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 

An  action  for  such  balance  cannot  be  connected  with  an  action  for  **an 
accounting ^^'  unless  there  be  in  the  complaint  appropriate  allegations. 

The  court  is  justified  in  looking  at  thtf  prayer  for  relief  in  order  to  ascer- 
tain the  plaintlflTs  view  of  his  own  cause  of  action. 

Special  Tenn^  October^  1876. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  There  are  no  allegations  in  the  complaint 
sufficient  to  justify  a  judgment  in  fevor  of  the  plaintiflF  against 
the  defendant  for  the  sum  demanded,  or  any  sum  whatever. 
The  action  being  between  partners,  or  late  partners,  in  order 
to  justify  a  recovery  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  any  specific 
sum,  there  should  have  been  a  balance  struck,  or  agreed  upon, 
as  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 

No  such  balance  could  have  been  reached  without  an 
adjustment,  in  some  way,  of  the  copartnership  affairs.  Such 
balance  could  doubtless  have  been  agreed  upon  without  the 
process  of  a  formal  accounting.  But  the  complaint  comes 
far  short  of  such  agreement  between  the  parties. 

The  copartnership  affairs  have  not  been  adjusted.  Its 
property  and  liabilities  must  be  ascertained  and  the  affairs 
settled  before  it  can  be  known  how  much  of  the  firm  assets 
and  moneys,  over  and  above  his  share  thereof,  the  defendant 
has  appropriated  to  his  own  use.  ITow  this  complaint  is  not 
constructed  upon  any  basis  which  looks  to  a  settlement  of  the 
copartnership  affairs.  But  the  plaintiff  claims  an  absolute 
judgment  in  his  fevor  for  all  copartnership  moneys  which  the 
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defendant  has  taken  and  appropriated  to  himself.  It  may  be 
that,  on  an  accounting,  it  will  appear  that  he  was  entitled  to  a 
part  of  these  moneys  in  any  event.  It  is  quite  true  that  the 
allegations  in  the  complaint  go  far  toward  sustaining  an  action 
for  an  accounting,  but  they  do  not  reach  nor  are  they  plead  to 
that  end.  In  no  view  did  the  pleader  have  in  mind  an  action 
to  adjust  the  copartnership  aflFairs  so  as  to  ascertain  how  the 
defendant  stood  to  the  firm  and  to  the  plaintiflF,  and  his  demand 
is  for  a  judgment  for  a  sura  certain  and  an  execution  against 
the  person  of  the  defendant  on  account  of  a  misappropriation 
of  copartnership  moneys. 

It  is  true  that  no  demurrer  will  lie  simply  to  the  prayer  for 
relief,  and  that  such  judgment  will,  in  the  end,  be  given  as 
the  facts  under  the  pleading  will  justify,  or  as  they  appear  upon 
the  trial.  But  the  court  is  justified  in  looking  at  the  prayer 
for  relief  in  order  to  ascertain  the  plaintiff's  view  of  his  own 
cause  of  action. 

In  his  complaint  plaintiff  does  not  aver  his  readiness  him- 
self to  enter  into  an  accounting  concerning  the  partnership 
affairs,  nor  that  such  proceedings  is  at  all  within  his  contem- 
plation. Such  accounting  nowhere  appears  as  an  objective 
point,  and  yet  it  is  fundamental  that  such  adjustment  be  had. 

I  think  the  plaintiff's  complaint  is  defective,  in  ^substance, 
in  its  omission  of  all  reference  to  an  accounting,  or  any  inti- 
mation that  it  is  contemplated  by  this  action.  I  do  not  now 
speak  of  the  prayer  for  relief,  but  of  the  complaint  itself. 
A  defendant  has  a  right  to  know  by  the  allegations  in  the 
complaint  what  he  is  to  meet  on  the  trial,  and  it  would  be  a 
liberal  system  indeed  which  would  connect  an  action  evidently 
based  upon  the  idea  of  a  right  to  recover  a  sum  certain 
into  an  equitable 'action  for  an  adjustment  of  copartnership 
affairs.  I  think  the  plaintiff  should  amend  his  complaint  if 
he  desires  an  accounting,  as  I  do  not  think,  in  its  present 
form,  it  sets  forth  a  cause  of  action.  There  should  be  judg- 
ment for  defendant  on  the  demurrer,  with  leave  to  plaintiff 
to  amend  on  payment  of  costs. 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Danibl  Walker  agt.  Christian  Donovan. 

Supplementary  proceedings — order  for  examination  of  dtfendant  on  appliea- 
tion  ofperaoncU  repretentaUve  of  deeeaeed  judgment  creditor. 

The  personal  representatives  of  a  deceased  judgment  creditor,  in  whose 
lifetime  an  execution  was  issued  upon  the  judgment  and  returned 
unsatisfied,  may,  upon  showing  that  fact,  and  giving  proof  that  letters 
testamentary  or  of  administration  had  been  issued  to  them,  have  an 
order  for  the  examination  of  the  defendant  in  proceedings  supplementary 

It  is  not  necessary  in  such  a  case,  before  the  personal  representative  can 
proceed  to  enforce  the  judgment,  that  the  action  should  be  revived  and 
continued  in  their  name. 

By  the  amendment  of  section  288  of  the  Code  in  1866,  it  was  provided 
that  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  person  in  whose  favor  the  judgment 
was  ^ven,  his  personal  representatives  duly  appointed  might,  at  any 
time  within  five  years  after  the  entry  of  the  judgment,  enforce  it  by 
execution.  Since  this  amendment,  it  is  no  longer  necessary  to  bring  an 
action  on  the  judgment  in  the  nature  of  a  scire  facias  to  have  the  exec- 
utor or  administrator  made  a  party  to  the  judgment  to  enable  him  to 
institute  summary  proceedings  to  reach  the  equitable  assets  of  the 
debtor. 

The  afladavit  upon  which  the  order  for  the  examination  of  the  defendant 
is  asked  must  set  forth  the  judgment;  that  the  party  who  applies  for 
the  order  is  the  sole  executor  or  administrator  of  the  judgment  creditor; 
that  an  execution  was  issued,  and  the  date  of  it;  that  it  was  returned 
unsatisfied;  that  the  judgment  creditor  is  dead,  and  that  letters  testa- 
mentary or  of  administration  were  duly  issued  to  him,  and  that  he  duly 
qualified  and  has  ever  since  acted  as  his  executor  or  administrator. 

Any  defense  or  answer  which  the  judgment  debtor  has  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  judgment,  except  matters  which  ought  to  have  been  pleaded 
to  the  original  action,  or  which  existed  prior  to  the  judgment,  is  avail- 
able to  him  where  an  order  is  obtained  for  his  examination  in  supple- 
mentary proceedings. 

Special  Term^  Aprils  1877. 
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Daly,  C,  J.  —  The  enforcement  of  a  judgment  referred  to 
in  the  two  hundred  and  eighty-third  section  of  the  Code,  is 
the  enforcement  of  it  by  execution.  That  section  allows  it 
to  be  enforced  by  the  party  in  whose  favor  it  was  rendered, 
or  in  case  of  his  death  by  his  personal  representatives,  at  any 
time  within  five  years  after  the  entry  of  it ;  and  by  section 
284  it  may  be  enforced  after  five  years,  with  the  leave  of  the 
court,  in  the  cases  and  in  the  manner  therein  provided.  But 
if  an  execution  upon  it  has  been  returned  unsatisfied  the 
judgmept  creditor  is,  "  at  any  time  after  such  return  "  («€{?. 
292),  entitled  to  an  order  for  the  examination  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  limitation  of  five  years  has  no  application  to  this 
equitable  remedy,  nor  is  there  any  limitation  to  it,  except 
that  which  the  statute  has  imposed  in  respect  to  equitable 
remedies  generally  {Owen  agt.  DupignaOy  9  Ahh,  Pr.^  184; 
Miller  agt.  Roamnan^  15  How,  Pr,^  10). 

Under  the  Revised  Statutes  a  creditor's  bill  might  be  filed 
within  ten  years,  and  all  that  was  necessary  to  aver  was  the 
judgment,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  exhausted  his  legal 
remedy  by  issuing  and  retlirn  of  an  execution  unsatisfied 
(2  R.  S,,  173,  sec.  38 ;  McElvam  agt.  Willis,  9  Wend.,  560). 

If  an  execution  had  been  returned  unsatisfied  the  bill 
might  be  filed,  although  an  execution  had  been  subsequently 
issued  which  had  not  been  returned,  and  though  a  levy  had 
been  made  under  that  execution,  unless  it  appeared  that  the 
property  levied  upon  was  amply  sufficient  to  pay  the  judg- 
ment {GvJmer  agt.  Moreland,  6  Paige,  273 ;  Bates  agt.  Lyons, 
7  id.,  85 ;  Thomas  agt.  McEwen,  11  id.,  131).  Vice-chan- 
cellor Whiti'leset,  in  Storms  agt.  Reynolds  {Clarices  Ch. 
Rep:,  148)  undertook  to  limit  the  right  to  this  equitable 
remedy  by  holding  that  after  a  judgment  had  stood  for  a 
period  of  three  years  or  mpre  the  plaintiff  should  try  again 
with  an  execution  to  collect  before  asking  the  aid  of  a  court 
of  equity ;  but  this  doctrine  was  repudiated  by  chancellor 
Walworth,  in  Corning  agt.  Stevens  (1  Barh.  Ch.,  589),  who 
held  that  there  was  no  limitation  of  the  time  within   which 
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to  file  a  creditor's  bill  short  of  the  ten  years  which  the  statute 
had  fixed  as  the  time  within  which  suits  of  equitable  cogni- 
zance must  be  brought. 

The  question  presented  in  the  present  case  is,  whether  the 
personal  representatives  of  a  deceased  judgment  creditor,  in 
whose  lifetime  an  execution  was  issued  upon  tlie  judgment 
and  returned  unsatisfied,  may,  upon  showing  that  fact  and 
giving  proof  that  letters  testamentary  or  of  administration 
had  been  issued  to  them,  have  an  order  for  the  examination 
of  the  defendant  in  proceedings  supplementary. 

It  is  insisted  that  before  the  personal  representatives  in 
such  a  case  can  proceed  to  enforce  the  judgment  it  must  be 
revived  and  continued  in  their  name. 

As  the  law  stood  before  the  amendment,  in  1866,  of  section 
283  of  the  Oode,  if  the  plaintiff  died  after  judgment  and 
before  the  issuing  of  an  execution  the  personal  representa- 
tives could  not  issue  execution ;  but  to  enable  them  to  do  so 
they  had  to  bring  a  writ  of  scire  facias,  and  after  the  Code, 
the  Code  having  abolished  that  writ,  an  action  in  continua- 
tion of  the  judgment  that  they  might  be  made  parties  to  it 
and  have  the  right  to  enforce  it  by  execution,  the  rule  being, 
in  the  language  of  lord  Holt  in  Penoyer  agt.  Brace  (1  Ld. 
Raym,,  241 ;  1  Salk.,  320),  "  that  when  any  new  person  is 
either  to  be  better  or  worse  by  execution  there  must  be  a 
scire  facias  to  make  him  a  party  to  the  judgment  because 
he  is  a  stranger,  as  in  the  case  of  an  executor  or  adminis- 
trator "  (^ari  agt.  ^/-oi^n,  l.Wils.y  302;  2  Co.  Inst,  471; 
BacorCs  Ahr,,  112  [pth  Land,  ed.]  ;  Cameron  agt.  Young,  6 
Ilow.y  372;  Alden  agt.  Clark,  11  id.,  209;  Thurston  agt. 
King,  1  Ahb.  Pr.,  126;  Wright  agt.  JVutt,  1  T.  R.,  888; 
BeUenger  agt.  Ford,  21  Barb.,  311).  Though  if  an  execu- 
tion, either  against  the  goods  or  the  body,  had  been  issued 
during  the  plaintiff's  lifetime  it  could  be  executed  after  Iiis 
death  and  no  scire  facias  was  necessary  {Clark  agt.  Withers, 
6  Mod.,  290 ,  2  Ld.  Raym.,  1072 ;  1  Salk.,  322 ;  EUis  agt. 
SaffiU,  16  M.  d  W.,  105  ;  1  Wms.  on  Executors,  760  to  769). 
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But  the  amendment  of  section  i283,  in  1866,  made  a  mate- 
rial change  in  the  law  in  this  respect  by  providing,  that  in 
case  of  the  death  of  the  person  in  whose  favor  the  judgment 
was  given  his  personal  representatives  duly  appointed  might, 
at  any  time  within  five  years  after  the  entry  of  the  judgment, 
enforce  it  by  execution.  This  was  giving  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives the  same  right  to  sue  out  execution  which  the 
judgment  creditor  would  have  had  in  his  lifetime ;  and  after 
the  passage  of  this  amendment  it  is  no  longer  necessary  to 
bring  an  action  on  the  judgment,  in  the  nature  of  a  8ci7*e 
facias,  to  have  the  executor  or  administrator  made  a  party 
to  the  judgment. 

If  the  executor  or  administrator  may  sue  out  an  execution, 
as  the  judgment  creditor  might  have  dene  in  his  lifetime, 
there  is  certainly  no  reason  why  the  executor  or  administrator 
should  institute  an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  scire  facias  to 
enable  him  to  bring  a  creditor's  bill  or  to  institute  summary 
proceedings  to  reach  the  equitable  assets  of  the  debtor.  It 
was  not  because  the  judgment  had  abated  that  the  executor 
or  administrator  had  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  scire  facias  before 
he  could  enforce  it  by  execution,  but  because  he  was  a  stranger 
to  the  judgment,  and  there  had  to  be  a  preliminary  inquiry 
as  to  his  right  before  he  could  enforce  it.  An  alteration  of 
the  parties,  as  was  said  in  JPenoyer  agt.  Bvace  (supra), 
"altereth  the  process,"  and  the  executor  or  administrator  had 
to  have  himself  made  a  party  to  the  judgment  before  he  could 
have  execution,  and  that  could  only  be  done  by  suing  out  a 
writ  of  scire  facias.  The  writ  of  scire  facias,  in  judgments 
in  personal  actions,  came  into  use  because,  if  no  execution 
was  issued  upon  such  a  judgment  within  a  year,  the  presump- 
tion was  that  the  judgment  had  been  satisfied,  or  for  some 
supervening  cause  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  have  its  effect, 
and,  therefore,  after  a  year,  there  was  no  way  to  give  effect  to 
it,  except  by  bringing  another  action  upon  it,  and  the  scire 
facias  was  adopted  as  a  less  expensive  and  dilatory  course 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  as  affording  full  protection  to  the  judg- 
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ment  debtor,  if  there  was  any  reason  why  the  judgment  should 
not  be  enforced  by  execution  {Hiscocks  agt.  Kemp^  2  Ad.  ds 
K,  679;  S.  C,  SJf/'.db  M.,  113 ;  Foster  on  Scire  Facias,  6,  7). 

Where  a  creditor's  bill  was  brought,  and  it  appeared  that 
the  judgment  creditor  could  not  stir  at  law  without  a  scire 
facias,  the  court  would  allow  him  to  sue  out  his  writ  of  scire 
facias,  meanwhile  retaining  the  bill  {Coysgame  agt.  Fly,  2 
Win.  BL,  995 ;  Roe  agt.  Beat,  1  Dick,,  150 ;  Buiroughs  agt. 
ElUm,  11  Ves.,  35). 

But  the  whole  of  this  proceeding  has  been  swept  away  by 
the  Code,  which  allows  the  judgment  creditor,  or,  after  his 
death,  his  personal  representatives,  at  any  time  within  five 
years  —  and  after  five  years  with  the  leave  of  the  court  —  to 
enforce  the  judgment  by  execution.  The  execution  issues  in 
the  name  of  the  personal  representative,  and  if  there  be  any 
reason  why  the  judgment  should  not  be  enforced  by  execu- 
tion, the  judgment  debtor  must,  as  he  would  have  to  do 
where  the  judgment  creditor  issued  one,  move  the  court  to 
stay  it  or  set  it  aside.  Even  before  the  Code,  a  stranger  to 
the  record,  an  assignee  of  the  judgment,  might  file  a  creditor's 
bill  without  having  himself  made  a  party  to  the  judgment  and 
suing  out  execution.  In  Wakeman  agt.  Russell  (1  Eiiw.  Ch., 
509),  and  Fitch  agt.  Baldwin  (1  Clarke,  106),  it  was  held 
that  an  assignee  could  not  file  a  creditor's  bill  until  he  had 
himself  taken  out  execution ;  but  Gleason  agt.  Gage  (7  Paige, 
112),  and  in  Stranger  agt.  Langley  (3  Barb,,  650),  the  chan- 
cellor overruled  both  these  decisions,  and  held  that  it  was 
sufficient  that  an  execution  had  been  issued  and  returned 
unsatisfied,  and  that  an  assignee  afterwards  was  entitled  to  file 
a  creditor's  bill  without  the  issuing  of  an  execution  on  his  part. 

But  even  if  there  should  be  doubt  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
amendment  of  the  two  hundred  and  eighty-third  section,  giv- 
ing the  personal  representatives  of  the  judgment  creditor  the 
same  right  to  issue  execution  which  he  had  in  his  lifetime, 
the  judgment  debtor  has  preserved  to  him,  upon  the  filing  of 
a  creditor's  bill  or  in  supplementary  proceedings,  all  that  he 
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had  upon  a  writ  of  ecire  f acids ;  for  every,  thing  that  could 
arise  upon  a  scire  facias^  whether  it  relates  to  the  representa- 
tive character  of  the  executor  or  administrator,  or  the  rights  of 
the  judgment  debtor,  is  attainable  in  the  equitable  procedure, 
whether  it  is  in  the  form  of  a  creditor's  bill,  which,  it  has  been 
held,  has  not  been  abolished,  or,  in  the  supplementary  proceed- 
ings, which  is  a  summary  and  efficacious  substitute  for  it. 

All  that  it  was  necessary  to  state  in  the  scire  faciasy  in 
addition  to  the  judgment,  was  the  death  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  person  suing  out  the  writ  was  his  executor  or  admin- 
istrator, duly  appointed ;  and  it  was  then  for  the  defendant 
to  show  why  execution  should  not  issue  to  enforce  the  pay- 
ment of  the  judgment  (2  TidiTs  Pr,^  1119  \^th  Land,  ed.] ; 
Murphy  agt.  Cochran^  1  Hill^  342). 

When  an  executor  or  an  administrator  brings  a  creditor's 
bill  upon  such  a  judgment,  or  obtains  an  order  for  the  exam- 
ination of  a  judgment  debtor  in  supplementary  proceeding, 
both  the  court  and  the  judgment  debtor  are  informed  by  tlie 
complaint  in  the  one  case,  and  by  the  affidavit  in  the  other,  of 
all  that  was  necessary  to  set  forth,  upon  a  scire  facias^  to 
entitle  an  executor  to  issue  execution  as  well  as  all  that  it  is 
requisite  to  state  in  a  creditor's  bill  to  reach  equitable  assets. 
The  fact  of  the  judgment,  the  issuing  and  return  of  an  exe- 
cution unsatisfied,  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment 
and  the  granting  of  letters  testamentary  or  of  administration 
to  the  personal  representative  who  bring  the  creditor's  bill  or 
institute  the  supplementary  proceeding,  and  any  defense  or 
answer  which  the  judgment  debtor  has  to  the  enforcement 
of  the  judgment,  except  matters  which  ought  to  have  been 
pleaded  to  the  original  action  or  which  existed  prior  to  the 
judgment  {McFarland  agt.  Irwin^  8  Johns,^  77),  is  available 
to  him  whether  he  is  summoned  to  answer  a  creditor's  bill  or 
to  be  examined  upon  proceedings  supplementary. 

The  affidavit  upon  which  the  order  for  the  examination  of 
the  defendant  was  granted  sets  forth  the  judgment  that  Mary 
Walker,  who  applies  for  the  order,  is  the  sole  executrix  of 
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the  judgment  creditor;  that  an  execution  was  issued  on  the 
14th  day  of  October,  1867,  and  returned  unsatisfied;  that 
the  judgment  creditor  died  on  the  9th  dfyr  of  August,  1870, 
and  that  letters  testamentary  were  duly  issued  to  her  as  his 
sole  executrix  named  in  his  will ;  that  she  duly  qualified  and 
has  ever  since  acted  as  his  executrix. 

The  scire  facias  was  always  regarded  simply  as  a  continua- 
tion of  the  original  action  and  judgment,  and  the  supple- 
mentary proceedings  are,  in  this  respect,  the  same.  The 
legal  remedy  having  been  exhausted  they  give  to  the  creditor 
in  the  court  where  the  judgment  was  rendered,  or  in  the 
county  to  which  the  execution  v^as  issued,  substantially  all 
the  aid  for  the  discovery  and  application  of  the  equitable 
assets  of  the  debtor  that  was  attainable  before  only  by  a 
creditor's  bill,  and  any  defense  which  the  debtor  might  have 
made  to  such  a  bill  or  to  the  enforcement  of  the  judgment  is 
available  to  him  in  this  proceeding.  He  is  served  with  an 
order  and  a  copy  of  the  affidavit  upon  which  it  was  made 
containing  the  facts  which  entitle  the  party  instituting  the 
proceedings  to  require  him  to  make  discovery  concerning  his 
property.  When  he  is  brought  before  the  judge  he  may  set 
up  any  defense  that  he  has  to  the  proceeding,  or  if  required 
in  the  first  instance  to  appear  before  a  referee,  he  may,  upon 
an  affidavit  disclosing  the  grounds,  obtain  an  order  for  the 
party  who  instituted  the  proceedings  to  show  cause  why  they 
should  not  be  dismissed.  In  fact  all  that  is  or  could  be 
available  to  a  judgment  debtor  in  an  action  in  the  nature  of 
a  scire  facias  is  available  to  him  in  this  proceeding,  and  there 
is  no  reason  why,  in  such  case,  the  executor  should  be  required 
to  institute  an  action,  in  the  nature  of  a  scire  facias^  before 
he  can  obtain  an  order  requiring  the  judgment  debtor  to 
make  discovery  concerning  his  property. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  this  proceeding  will,  therefore,  be 
denied,  and  the  defendant  will  be  required  to  appear  before 
the  referee  and  be  examined  upon  a  day  to  be  inserted  in  the 
order  denying  the  motion. 
Vol.  LUI.  2 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Mary  E.  Notes  and  James  Loveeidge,  executors,  etc.,  appel- 
lants, agt.  The  Children's  Aid  Sooibtt  of  the  City  op 
New  York  and  others,  respondents. 

PovitT  of  surrogate  of  New  York  as  to  costs  in  eases  contested  before  him. 

Thie  surrogate  of  New  York  has  no  power,  under  the  act  of  1870  (Laws  of 
1870,  section  9,  chapter  359),  to  make  allowances  to  parties  who  do  not 
prevail  in  cases  contested  before  him. 

He  may  excuse  such  parties,  if  the  case  be  in  his  judgment  a  proper  one, 
from  the  payment  of  costs  personally,  but  he  cannot  take  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contest,  which  he  adjudges  to  belong  to  the  successful 
party,  and  distribute  it,  or  any  part  of  it,  among  his  defeated  antagonists. 

General  Terrrij  First  Departmenty  Janua/ry^  1877. 

Before  Davis,  P. «/".,  Brady  and  Daniels,  J  J, 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  surrogate  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  making  allowance  to  the  counsel  of 
respondents,  etc. 

-B.  TT.  De  Forest^  for  appellants. 

2?.  R,  Jaquea  and  H.  L.  Clinton^  for  respondents. 

Davis,  P.  J.  —  The  respondents  were  unsuccessful  con- 
testants of  the  will  of  Eliza  Hearsey,  of  which  the  appellants 
were  proponents.  They  claimed  under  a  prior  will  of  the 
testatrix,  in  which  they  were  made  residuary  legatees.  After 
making  a  decree,  admitting  to  probate  the  will  propounded 
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by  the  appellants,  which  revoked  the  former  will,  the  surro- 
gate made  an  order  nnder  section  9  of  chapter  359  of  the 
Laws  of  1870,  granting  an  allowance  and  disbursements  to  the 
counsel  of  the  prevailing  party ;  and  granting  an  allowance 
and  disbursements  to  the  counsel  of  the  Children's  Aid 
Society,  and  an  allowance  to  the  counsel  of  St.  Luke's  Home, 
which  corporations  were  the  defeated  contest-ants.  The 
principal  question  upon  this  appeal  is  whether  the  surrogate 
had  power  to  grant  allowances  to  the  counsel  of  the  contest- 
ants. Previous  to  the  Revised  Statutes,  surrogates  had  no 
power  to  award  costs  in  any  case  {SckuUz  agt.  Pulver,  3 
Paige^  183  ;  S.  (7.,  11  Wend,yS6S  ;  Reid^gt.  Vanderheyden^ 
5  Cow.,  719 ;  Devin  agt.  Patchin,  26  N.  T.,  441,  449). 

The  Revised  Statutes  provided  as  follows :  "  The  surrogate 
may  award  costs  to  the  party  in  his  judgment  entitled  thereto, 
to  be  paid  either  by  the  other  party  personally,  or  out  of  the 
estate  which  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  controversy"  (2  i?. 
5.,  223,  section  10 ;  Z  R.  S.  {6th  ed.\  367,  section  25). 

This  provision  was  not  affected  by  the  Code  {Devin  agt. 
Patchin,  26  N.  Z.,  441),  so  that  prior  to  the  act  of  1870, 
only  taxable  costs  could  be  awarded,  and  the  surrogate  had 
no  power  to  make  any  allowances,  either  to  a  party  as 
additional  costs  or  the  counsel  as  counsel  fees  {Reed  agt.  Reed, 
52  New  York,  651 ;  Burtis  agt.  Dodge,  1  Barb.  Ch.,  77 ; 
Devin  agt.  Paiohin,  uhi  sup.  /  Lee  agt.  Lee,  39  Barb.,  172 ; 
Western  agt.  Romaine,  1  Brad.,  37 ;  Wilcox,  agt.  Smith,  26 
Barb,,  316). 

In  Z^^agt.  Lee  (39  Barb.,  172;  8.  C,  16  AVb.  R.,  129)  it 
was  held  by  the  general  term  of  the  first  district,  that  the 
Revised  Statutes  only  permitted  the  surrogate  to  award  costs 
to  the  successful  party  or  parties,  and  that  he  could  not  give 
costs  out  of  the  estate  to  defeated  contestants. 

And  this  construction  accords  with  the  language  of  the 
statute  which  e/npowers  him  '*  to  award  costs  to  the  party  in 
his  judgmen J  entitled  thereto, " —  not  to  both  or  all  parties  — 
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"  to  be  paid  by  the  other  party  pei-sonally,  or  out  of  the  estate 
which  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  controversy." 

This  statute  conferred  power  to  adjudge  of  three  things: 
First,  whether  costs  should  be  awarded ;  second,  the  party 
entitled  thereto  by  reason  of  success  in  the  controversy  ;  and 
third,  whether  they  should  be  charged  personally  on  tlie 
other  party,  or  be  paid  out  of  the  subject  in  controversy.  This 
was  the  condition  of  the  law  when  the  enactment  of  1870  was 
made.  That  act  declared  that  "  the  surrogate  of  said  county 
(New  York)  may  grant  allowances  in  lieu  of  costs,  to  counsel 
in  any  proceeding  before  him  in  the  same  manner  as  are  now 
prescribed  by  the  Code  of  Procedure "  {Section  9,  chapter 
359,  Laws  of  1870,  jk>.,  828).  This  section  has,  in  practice, 
been  construed  in  the  broadest  and  most  sweeping  sense  ;  and 
such  construction  has  literally  reversed  what  was  said  in  one 
of  the  opinions  of  the  court  of  appeals  {Devin  SLgt.  Patching 
26  iV^.  Y.^  4:49),  to  wit,  that  "  surrogates  cannot  lawfully  act 
as  almoners  of  the  estates  of  deceased  persons." 

The  construction  of  this  section  seems  never  to  have  been 
presented  to  an  appellant  tribunal,  but  the  reason  of  this  fact 
(if  it  be  one)  may  perhaps  be  found  in  another  portion  of  the 
opinion  just  quoted  from. 

We  think  the  key  to  the  true  construction  may  be  found 
in  the  plain  letter  of  the  act.  The  power  given  to  the  surro- 
gate is  to  "  grant  allowances  in  lieu  of  costs."  He  may  still 
award  costs,  if  he  decide  to  do  so,  or  in  lieu  of  them  he  may 
grant  allowances.  This  language  very  clearly  restricts  the 
allowances  he  may  make  to  the  cases  in  which  ho  may  award 
costs,  because  he  is  only  empowered  to  put  the  allowance  in 
the  place  of  costs. 

Hence,  in  cases  where  he  cannot  in  his  discretion  give  costs, 
he  cannot  in  his  discretion  grant  an  allowance.  We  have 
already  seen  that  he  can  only  award  costs  to  a  successful  party, 
and  that  his  discretion  beyond  that  lies  in  determining 
whether  he  will  charge  the  other  party  personally  with  the 
costs,  or  direct  their  payment  out  of  the  fund.     The  power 
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conferred  by  the  section  is,  therefore,  no  broader  in  its  opera- 
tion than  that  given  by  the  Revised  Statutes  in  respect  of 
costs  ;  and  is  simply  an  authority  to  substitute  allowances,  in 
lieu  of  costs,  in  cases  where  the  surrogate  can  lawfully  award 
costs. 

Nor  do  we  think  the  force  of  this  construction  is  at  all 
diminished  by  the  fact,  that  the  word  "  allowances,"  is  in  the 
plural.  It  is  obvious  that  there  may  be  in  such  litigations 
several  successful  persons  to  whom  costs  may  be  awarded,  and 
the  form  of  expression  more  properly  refers  to  those  cases 
than  to  everybody  who  may  happen  to  be  on  either  side  in 
such  a  controversy,  whether  losing  or  winning.  Nor  does 
the  reference  to  the  Code  seem  to  us  to  enlarge  the  power  of 
the  surrogate.  He  "  may  grant  allowances  in  lieu  of  costs  to 
counsel  in  the  same  manner  as  are  prescribed  by  the  Code  of 
Procedure  in  civil  actions." 

This  is  merely  saying  that  his  mode  of  proceeding  in  grant- 
ing the  allowance,  shall  be  restricted  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Code  in  respect  to  the  character  of  the  case,  as  to  its  being 
diflScult  and  extraordinary,  or  one  in  which  a  trial  has  been 
had,  and  in  respect  to  "  the  subject-matter  involved  "  or  "  the 
amount  of  the  recovery  or  claim,"  and  the  limitation  imposed 
thereby  upon  the  extent  of  the  allowance. 

These  things  are  regulated  by  section  309  of  the  Code. 
That  section  provides  for  allowances  in  addition  to  costs ;  the 
section  relating  to  surrogate  courts  provides  only  for  allow- 
ances in  lieu  of  costs ;  but  it  is  apparent  that  under  either  of 
them  no  allowance  is  to  be  given  unless  the  case  and  the 
party  be  one  to  whom  costs  are,  or  may  be  awarded.  That 
part  of  section  300,  which  provides  for  actions  or  proceedings 
for  the  partition  of  real  estate,  may  be  eliminated  in  consider- 
ing this  question.  The  residue  of  the  section  will  then  read 
thus :  "  In  difficult  and  extraordinary  cases,  where  a  defense 
has  been  interposed^  6r  in  such  crises  where  a  trial  has  been 
had  *  *  *  the  court  may  also,  in  its  discretion,  make 
a  further  allowance   to  any  party,  not  exceeding  five  per 
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cent  upon  the  amount  of  the  recovery  or  claim,  or  subject- 
matter  involved."  The  party  to  whom  this  further  allowance 
may  be  made,  must  be  a  successful  one,  at  least  in  respect  of 
costs,  or  the  allowance  will  not  be  further. 

To  ascertain  the  significancy  of  the  word  "  further  "  we 
must  look  at  the  several  preceding  sections  of  the  Code,  from 
which  we  find  that  costs  are  allowed  only  to  "  the  prevailing 
party  "  who  is  to  be  ascertained  as  prescribed  by  such  sections, 
and  it  is  to  him,  when  so  ascertained  that  the  further  allowance 
can  be  made. 

And  so  if  we  import  the  words  **to  any  party"  into  the 
surrogate's  section  in  place  of  the  words  ''  to  counsel "  we 
gain  nothing,  because  in  either  case  the  allowance  must  be 
either  a  "further"  one,  which  is  in  addition  to  costs  given, 
or  one  "  in  lieu  of  costs,"  which  implies  that  costs  can  be,  or 
may  have  been  given.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  surrogate 
has  no  power,  under  the  act  of  1870,  to  make  allowances  to 
parties  who  do  not  "  prevail "  in  cases  contested  before  him. 

He  may  excuse  such  parties,  if  the  case  be  in  his  judgment 
a  proper  one,  from  the  payment  of  costs  personally,  but  he 
cannot  take  the  subject-matter  of  the  contest  which  he 
adjudges  to  belong  to  the  successful  party,  and  distribute  it, 
or  any  part  of  it  among  his  defeated  antagonists.  A  con- 
struction which  permits  that  to  be  done  is  hostile  to  the 
spirit  of  our  laws,  which  in  cases  of  established  testacy, 
requires  estates  to  be  divided  according  to  the  will  of  the  tes- 
tator, and  in  cases  of  intestacy,  according  to  the  statute  of 
distributions. 

It  is  also  against  public  policy,  for  it  virtually  offers  a 
premium  to  reckless  contestants  and  their  counsel  to  prevent 
the  settlement  of  estates,  by  promoting  litigation  and  engender- 
ing strife,  when  every  interest  of  the  public  calls  for  their 
speedy  adjustment.  The  intention  of  the  statute  was  to 
enable  tlie  surrogate,  by  making  reasonable  allowances,  to 
compensate  executors  and  administrators,  or  other  prevailing 
parties,  for  expenses  which  might  exceed  the  items  and  taxable 
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cost ;  and  not  to  allow  him,  ad  libitum,  to  rej?7ard  the  unsuc- 
cessfol  clamor  of  defeated  litigants.  The  other  construction 
might  lead  to  great  abuses,  to  the  injury  of  the  widows  and 
orphans,  and  the  creditors  of  deceased  persons,  whom  all 
courts  should  be  sedulous  to  protect.  It  would  be  a  hazard- 
ous experiment  for  a  wealthy  man  to  attempt  to  dispose  of 
his  estate  by  his  own  will,  if  it  could  be  distributed  at  the 
mere  will  of  the  surrogate,  amongst  the  counsel  of  all  who 
choose  to  set  up  whatever  pretexts  of  contest  the  ingenuity  of 
avarice  can  devise.  We  do  not  mean  by  these  suggestions, 
to  indicate  that  the  will  in  this  case  was  improperly  contested  ; 
but  on  the  contrary,  we  think  the  contestants  had  probable 
cause  to  resist  the  probate  of  the  will  propounded,  and  that 
their  contest  was  in  all  respects  fairly  conducted,  and  for  that 
reason  we  have  excused  them  from  costs  on  all  the  appeals. 
But  we  fail  to  see  any  reason  in  law  or  justice  for  awarding 
them  out  of  the  estate  several  thousand  dollars,  pro  /also 
damare. 

Without  considering  the  several  other  questions  presented 
by  the  appeal,  some  of  which  are  fatal  to  a  large  portion  of 
the  allowance,  we  think  it  our  duty  to  reverse  the  parts  of 
the  order  appealed  from,  but  without  costs. 

Bradt  and  Daniels,  JJ.,  concur. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In   the  matter  of  the  Attoeney-General  agt.  The   Con- 
tinental Life  Insurance  Company. 

lAfe  insurance  companies — mode  of  dissolution  —  application  of  attorney- 
general. 

The  proceeding  authorized  by  the  statute  of  1853  {Laws  of  1853,  chap.  463, 
section  17)  which  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  attorney-general  (upon  the 
report  of  the  superintendent  of  the  insurance  department  that  the  assets 
of  any  life  insurance  company  are  insufficient  to  reinsure  the  outstand- 
ing risks)  to  apply  to  the  supreme  court  to  decree  a  dissolution  of  such 
company,  and  a  distribution  of  its  effects,  including  the  securities  in 
the  hands  of  the  comptroller,  is  exclusive^  and  is  now  the  only  mode  of 
dissolution  of  a  life  insurance  company. 

A  stockholder  or  a  creditor  of  a  life  insurance  company  cannot  now  bring 
an  action,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  in  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other 
stockholders  for  the  dissolution  of  such  company,  and  the  distribution 
of  its  assets,  as  such  proceeding  is  superseded  by  the  act  of  1853. 

Ulster  Special  Term^  Mareh^  1877. 

Application  by  the  attorney-general,  -pursuant  to  section 
17  of  chapter  463  of  the  Laws  of  1853,  against  "  The  Con- 
tinental Life  Insurance  Company"  to  ''decree  a  dissolution 
of  said  company  and  a  distribution  of  its  eflFects,  including  the 
securities  deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  comptroller." 

Mr.  Cha/rlea  S.  FairchUd^  attorney-general,  in  person. 

Mr.  William  Barnes^  for  sundry  policyholders. 

Mr.  J.  Henry  Worky  for  sundry  other  policyholders. 

Mr.  John  L.  Hill^  opposed. to  application  and  representing 
Mr.  Andrews  and  others. 
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Mr.  W.  BriUoJij  appear^  iDformally  to  make  a  statement  in 
behalf  of  Mr.  Grace,  who  was  appointed  receiver  in  an  action 
brought  in  this  court  by  John  O.  Hoyt,  a  stockholQer  in  the 
company,  in  behalf  of  himself  and  all  others  stockholders,  to 
annul  and  dissolve  the  corporation  and  to  distribute  its  assets. 

Webtbbook,  J.  —  The  present  application  to  dissolve  "  The 
Continental  Life  Insurance  Company  "  and  to  distribute  its 
effects  is  made  by  the  attorney-general,  and  is  based  upon 
section  17  of  chapter  463  of  Laws  of  1853,  entitled  ^^An  act 
to  provide  for  the  incorporation  of  life  and  health  insurance 
companies,  and  in  relation  to  agencies  of  such  companies." 
When  the  matter  was  originally  presented  to  the  court  objec- 
tion to  action  upon  it  was  made  upon  the  same  ground  now 
urged,  that  in  an  action  brought  in  this  court  by  John  O. 
Hoyt,  a  stockholder  of  the  corporation,  in  behalf  of  himself 
and  all  other  stockholders,  a  judgment  had  been  rendered  dis- 
solving the  company,  ordering  its  assets  to  be  distributed, 
and  appointing  a  receiver  for  that  purpose ;  and  that  as  the 
company  was  by  such  judgment  already  dissolved,  and  its 
assets  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  no  further  action  under  the 
present  proceeding  could  be  had.  Ifotwithstanding  such 
objection  this  court,  at  special  term,  Mr.  justice  Osbobn  pre- 
siding, on  the  8th  day  of  November,  1876,  appointed  a  referee 
**  to  take  the  proof  touching  said  application  *  «  *  and 
to  report  such  proof  with  all  convenient  speed."  On  appeal 
to  the  general  term  of  this  court  in  the  third  department  this 
order  of  the  special  term  was  affirmed,  and  an  appeal  from 
such  order  of  affirmance  to  the  court  of  appeals  was  dismissed 
because  it  was  not  appealable.  The  referee  has  made  his 
examination  and  presented  his  report,  and  the  attorney-gen- 
eral now  moves  that  the  (to  use  the  exact  language  of  section 
17  of  the  statute  of  1853)  ^^  court  shall  decree  a  dissolution 
of  said  company  and  a  distribution  of  its  effects,  including 
the  securities  deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  comptroller." 

Li  opposition  to  this  motion  it  is  not  claimed  that  sufficient 
Vol.  Lm  3 
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cause  under  the  act  of  1853  has  not  been  shown  or  does  not 
exist,  but  the  point  made  at  the  previous  special  term  is 
repeated,  and  thus  this  question,  and  the  only  one,  is  squarely 
presented  :  Is  the  proceeding  authorized  by  the  statute  under 
which  the  attorney-general  proceeds  {phapter  463,  Lawa  of 
1853)  exclusive,  or  can  a  stockholder  or  a  creditor  of  a  life 
insurance  company  also  proceed  under  the  Revised  Statutes 
(2  Edmonds  Stat^tes^  page  484,  see.  889,  c&o.)  ?  The  ques- 
tion is  a  grave  one  and  its  right  determination  is  of  great 
importance,  not  only  to  the  people  of  this  state  but  to  those 
of  other  states  as  well  who  are  also  largely  interested  as 
policyholders  and  otherwise  in  corporations  created  and 
controlled  by  our  laws. 

When  the  Revised  Statutes  under  which  the  proceedings 
claimed  to  be  a  bar  were  instituted  life  insurance  companies 
were  not  in  existence  in  this  state.  The  first  act  authorizing 
their  formation  is  chapter  308  of  the  Laws  of  1849,  and  this 
was  followed  by  chapter  95  of  the  Laws  of  1851.  As  from 
time  to  time  such  companies  were  formed  and  their  business 
increased,  reaching  into  every  part  of  the  entire  nation,  it 
became  apparent  that  further  legislation  specially  adapted  to 
them,  and  placing  them  more  completely  under  the  control 
of  state  officials,  should  be  had.  This  need  the  act  of  1853 
undertook  to  supply.  By  its  seventeenth  section  the  superin- 
tendent of  the  insurance  department  is  directed  to  examine 
into  the  aflPairs  of  any  company  (seej  alsOj  sec.  8  of  chapter 
708  of  the  Laws  of  1867 J  and  sec.  15  of  chapter  902  of  the 
Loms  of  1869)  whenever  he  shall  suspect  it  of  unsoundness, 
the  section  clothing  him  with  full  authority  so  to  do,  and  if 
from  such  examination  it  shall  appear  to  the  superintendent 
*^  that  the  assets  of  any  such  company  be  insufficient  to  rein- 
sure the  outstanding  risks,  he  shall  communicate  the  fact  to 
the  attorney-general,  whose  duty  it  shall  then  become  to  apply 
to  the  supreme  court  for  an  order  requiring  them  to  show 
cause  why  the  business  of  such  company  should  not  be  closed, 
and  the  court  shall,  thereupon,  proceed  to  hear  the  allegations 
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and  proofs  of  the  respective  parties;  and  in  case  it  shall 
appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  court  that  the  assets  and 
fnnds  of  the  said  company  are  not  sufficient,  as  aforesaid,  the 
said  court  shall  decree  a  dissolution  of  said  company  and  a 
distribution  of  its  effects,  including  the  securities  deposited  in 
the  hands  of  the  said  superintendent.  The  supreme  court 
shall  have  power  to  refer  the  application  of  the  attorney- 
general  to  a  referee  to  inquire  into  and  report  upon  the  facts 
stated  therein." 

It  is  obvious,  from  the  language  of  this  section,  that  a  plan 
for  the  protection  of  all  parties  interested  in  a  life  insurance 
company  based  npon  the  ascertainment  of  the  condition  of 
its  affairs  by  a  state  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  examine  therein, 
has  been  devised,  a  standard  by -which  its  right  to  exist  and 
continue  has  been  declared  and  full  provisions  for  its  extinc- 
tion and  the  distribution  of  its  assets  made.  Are  these  pro- 
visions exclusive?  Whilst  it  is  true  that  the  repeal  of  a 
statute  by  implication  is  not  favored  in  law  it  would  seem 
that  the  passage  of  a  statute  specially  applicable  to  life  insur- 
ance companies  must  supersede  other  and  older  ones  passed 
before  any  such  companies  existed.  Perhaps,  however,  it 
would  be  more  accurate  to  say  that  a  general  law  regulating 
the  formation,  the  practical  working  and  dissolution  of  such 
corporations  —  purporting  to  provide  for  them  a  complete  sys- 
tem —  should  be  deemed  the  only  one  applicable  to  such 
corporations,  and  that  older  statutes  framed  for  other  kinds  of 
corporations  should  not  apply,  unless  specially  declared  to  be 
so  applicable  in  the  new  act  {ExceUior  Petroleum  Co.  agt. 
Lacey  et  aL,  63  N.  T.  Rep.y  422).  This  principle  was  evi- 
dently present  to  the  legislative  mind  which  framed  the  act 
of  1853.  By  its  eleventh  section  portions  of  the  old  statutes 
are  declared  to  be  applicable  to  life  insurance  companies,  and 
other  parts  are  expressly  said  to  be  inapplicable.  That  sec- 
tion provides  that  they  "  shall  be  subject  to  all  the  provisions 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  relation  to  corporations  so  far  as  the 
same  are  applicable,  except  in  regard  to  annual  statements  and 
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other  matters  herein  otherwise  specially  provided  for."  The 
change  made  in  the  phraseology  of  this  section  from  that  of  sec- 
tion 17  in  the  act  of  1849,  and  which  was  the  first  act  in  regard 
to  life  insurance  companies  passed  in  this  state,  is  worthy  of 
notice.  That  section  made  them  "  subject  to  aU  the  provisions 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  regard  to  corporations,  so  far  as  the 
same  are  applicable."  But  the  statute  of  1853,  by  plain  and 
direct  words,  expressly  excepts  from  the  operation  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  those  parts  thereof  "  in  regard  to  annual  state- 
ments," and  also  the  "  other  matters  "  which  are  therein  "  other- 
wise specially  provided  for."  Why  was  this  addition  made  in 
the  act  of  1858  ?  Up  to  that  time,  at  least,  all  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  not  inapplicable  were  declared  to  be  appli- 
cable, and  to  that  period,  such  an  action  as  that  brought  by 
Mr.  Hoyt  could  have  been  maintained,  for  the.  Revised 
Statutes  did  provide  for  proceedings  by  "  the  attorney-general, 
in  behalf  of  this  state,"  not  only,  but  also  for  those  by  "  any 
creditor  or  stockholder  "  of  a  corporation  therein  enumerated, 
in  case  of  its  insolvency  or  inability  to  pay  its  debts,  to  enjoin 
its  further  continuSnce  in  active  life  and  to  distribute  its 
assets  (2  EdmoncPs  Statutes^  484,  sees.  39,  40,  dkc).  If  those 
proceedings  could  go  so  far  as  to  declare  the  corporation  dis- 
solved, and  the  parties  resisting  this  application  must  so  claim 
to  uphold  their  judgment,  which  is  one  of  actual  dissolution, 
then  it  follows  that  the  Revised  Statutes  provided  machinery 
for  the  dissolution  of  a  corporation,  which  was  open  alike  to 
the  attorney-general,  the  creditor  or  the  stockholder,  and 
which  either  could  employ  under  the  act  of  1849.  The 
statute  of  1853  is,  however,  subsequently  passed  and  provides 
a  new  and  different  mode  of  dissolution,  unknown  to  the 
prior  statutes.  It  can  only  be  by  the  application  of  the 
attorney-general,  based  upon  the  action  of  the  superintendent 
of  the  insurance  department.  Instead  of  the  door  being  left 
open  to  every  creditor  or  stockholder  to  bring  suit,  with 
whom  so  to  do  the  attorney-general  had  before  only  equal 
rights,  the  state  has  devised  a  plan  by. which  its  own  officers, 
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who  are  always  presnmed  to  act  for  the  best  interests  of  all 
interested,  shall  guard  the  rights  of  the  corporation,  the 
creditor  and  the  stockholder.  If  the  Revised  Statutes,  then, 
did  provide  for  the  dissolution  of  a  life  insurance'company, 
has  not  the  act  of  1853  also  given  a  way  to  the  same  result, 
which  is  "otherwise?"  And  if  it  is  " otherwise,"  has  not 
the  act  of  1853  expressly  declared  that  the  old  remedies  are 
inapplicable } 

It  is,  it  seems  to  me,  no  answer  to  the  argument  just  made, 
to  say  that  because  the  act  of  1853  makes  no  provision  for 
actions  by  creditors  or  stockholder  to  distribute  its  assets, 
that,  therefore,  the  right  to  bring  such  suits  is  not  taken  away, 
and  that  the  remedies  therein  given  are  cumulative  and  not 
exclusive.  The  more  logical  conclusion  from  such  a  premise 
is  its  precise  reverse,  because  it  gives  no  proper  force  to  the 
fact  that  the  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  and  the  distribu- 
tion of  its  assets,  are  specially  and  completely  provided  for  by 
the  act  of  1853,  and  that  those  provisions  are  "  otherwise  " 
than  those  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  The  results  to  be  reached 
by  both  acts  are  the  same ;  the  extinction  of  the  corporate  life, 
and  the  administration  upon  and  settlement  of  the  estate.  If, 
by  the  terms  of  one,  several  parties  may  alike  initiate  pro- 
ceedings to  that  end,  and,  by  the  other,  only  one  may  take 
such  action,  and  that  for  broader  reasons  than  those  before 
allowed,  and  yet  embracing  them,  it  is  idle  to  argue  that  the 
dissolution  of  a  corporation,  and  a  full  liquidation  of  its 
estate,  has  not,  by  the  new  way,  been  fully  provided  for, 
which  must  of  necessity  be  one  which  is  "  otherwise,"  i.  e,y 
different  from  the  old.  The  omission  from  the  new  statute 
of  the  right  of  action  by  stockholder  or  creditor  to  wind  up 
the  corporation,  and  the  conferring  of  that  power  upon  the 
attorney-general  alone,  who  acts  only  upon  the  information 
of  the  officer  who  is  specially  charged  by  law  with  the  duty 
of  watchful  care  over  the  corporation  for  the  interest  of  all, 
and  the  substitution  of  a  new  test,  by  which  the  right  of  the 
company  to  exist  is  determined,  instead  of  furnishing  evi- 
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dence  of  the  cumulative  character  of  the  new  remedial  pro- 
visions, are,  when  coupled  with  the  positive  declaration  of 
section  11  thereof,  that  where  such  new  act  is  *'  otherwise," 
that  is,  changed  from  the  old,  the  latter  does  not  apply,  not 
only  controlling  and  convincing  to  show  that  the  old  remedies 
no  longer  exist,  but  also  a  positive  averment  of  the  entire 
abrogation  thereof. 

Neither  does  this  construction  do  any  injustice  to  a  creditor 
or  a  stockholder.  All  rights  and  remedies  necessary  to  protect 
himself  alone,  by  action,  are  left  open.  His  power  to  wind  it 
up,  in  which  many  others  besides  himself  are  interested,  is 
only  taken  away.  When,  however,  public  policy  and  the 
interests  of  all  as  well  as  his  demand  its  death,  the  officers  of  the 
state  alone  can  take  its  life  and  administer  its  assets.  That 
this  policy  is  better,  wiser  and  safer  for  all  is  most  manifest. 
It  is  not  to  be  assumed  that  sworn  officials  will  fail  in  duty, 
r  or  if  they  do,  they  can  still  by  the  action  of  the  aggrieved 
stockholder  or  creditor,  be  compelled  to  act.  Rights  of  stock- 
holders and  creditors  who  have  no  knowledge  thereof  should 
not  be  jeopardized  by  suits  instituted  by  any  stockholder 
under  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  so  brought  for  a  fraudulent 
and  wrecking  purpose  by  collusion  with  the  officers  of  the 
corporation,  which  rights  can  surely  be  imperiled  if  the  reme- 
dies given  by  the  Revised  Statutes  still  exist.  The  temptation 
so  to  do  was  too  great  to  make  every,  stockholder  and  every 
creditor  the  depositary  of  so  great  a  power  for  mischief,  and 
hence,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  act  of  1853  wisely  provided 
a  new  method  of  extinction  and  administration  by  which  the 
power  which  gave  the  life,  is  alone  empowered  to  take  it. 
When  action  looking  to  the  death  of  the  corporation  becomes 
necessary  the  officials  of  the  state  will  and  must  intervene. 
Until  they  see  good  cause  so  to  do,  or  until  the  court  can  see 
good  cause  to  compel  their  action,  if  they  refuse,  such  reme- 
dies should  not  be  invoked.  No  interest  of  any  person  nor 
of  the  general  public  demands  it. 

Since  the  argument  of  this  motion,  my  attention  has  been 
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called  to  a  decision  made  bj  Mr.  justice  Pbatt,  in  which  he 
has  come  to  a  conclusion  which  is  the  reverse  of  what  has 
been  herein  enunciated.  Sincere  respect  for  mj  learned 
judicial  brother  has  caused  me  to  read  his  opinion  with  care, 
and  it  would  be  followed  if  my  own  convictions  were  not 
entirely  clear.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  object  of  the  act  of 
1853,  taking  its  plain  language  as  the  best  evidence  of  the 
legislative  intent  which  dictated  it,  was,^mong  other  things, 
to  declare  the  only  mode  of  the  dissolution  of  a  life  insurance 
company  through  the  courts ;  that  by  its  provisions  neither 
creditor  nor  stockholder  is  left  unprotected,  and  that  the  state 
as  guardian  of  all  parties  and  interests,  has,  by  such  statute, 
expressly  reserved  to  itself  all  power  to  act.  These  proposi- 
tions it  has  been  attempted  in  the  former  part  of  this  opinion 
to  make  manifest,  and  if  such  attempt  has  failed,  a  repetition 
of  the  arguments  will  not  add  to  their  strength.  A  higher 
tribunal  will  decide  honest  difference  of  opinion,  arising 
between  inferior  courts,  and  the  method  of  reaching  a  right 
result  in  the  court  of  dernier  resort  is  for  judges  in* the 
lower  ones  to  give  to  it  the  aid  of  their  judgment  and  of 
their  views.  It  is  proper  to  state,  however,  that  the  con- 
clusion of  judge  Pbatt  differs  from  that  of  judge  Habdin,  in 
Fisher  agt.  The  World  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company 
(47  Howard  Prac,  Rep.^  451),  as  well*Us  from  my  own,  the 
latter  judge  having,  in  an  able  opinion,  reached  the  same  result 
with  myself  upon  the  effect  of  the  act  of  1853. 

Before  closing  this  opinion  allusion  should  be  made  to  the 
order  of  the  Brooklyn  special  term  of  February  20,  1877,  by 
which  the  court  upon  an  order  to  show  cause  granted  on  the 
day  previous,  decrees  the  superintendent  of  the  insurance 
department,  the  attorney-general  and  the  people,  to  be  bound 
by  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  case  of  Hoyt,  to  which 
judgment  allusion  has  been  heretofore  made,  and  directs  the 
proceedings  upon  this  application  to  be  made  ancillary  to 
such  judgment,  and  declares  anew  ^^  that  the  said  Continen- 
tal Life  Insurance  Company  is  wholly  dissolved  and  its  fran- 
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chises  extingiiisheJ."  If  the  original  judgment  was  unwar- 
ranted and  unauthorized,  as  has  been  endeavored  to  be  shown, 
it  is  difficult  to  see  how  any  person  other  than  the  parties  to 
it,  can  be  bound  by  it,  and  how  those,  who  were  not  such  in 
the  original  action,  and  who  have  had  no  opportunity  to  make 
defense,  can,  on  mere  motion,  be  so  brought  into  court  as  to 
give  it  jurisdiction  thus  summarily  to  conclude  their  rights. 
And  when  a  plain  statute  guides  and  prescribes  official  action, 
it  is  impossible  for  us  to  see  how  any  court  can,  in  another 
action  to  which  state  officers  and  its  people  were  not  parties, 
and  on  the  merits  of  which  they  have  never  been  heard, 
change  and  alter  such  statute,  and  make  a  proceeding  under 
it  a  mere  tender  in  aid  of  another  proceeding  founded  upon 
other  statutes  and  instituted  by  other  parties.  The  order 
which  seeks  to  accomplish  such  objects  was,  it  seems  to  me, 
clearly  unadvised  and  unwarranted  in  law. 

It  follows  from  the  views  expressed  that  the  motion  of  the 
attorney-general  is  granted.  The  order  will  be  settled  on  a 
day^to  be  fixed  by  the  court,  when  the  parties  interested  will 
be  heard  as  to  the  proper  person  to  be  receiver  and  whose 
name  must  be  inserted  in  the  order. 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

William  N.  Kab  agt  Hbkby  Hasteau  and  William  N. 

Bbaoh. 

.  Appeal  —  Undertaking — wTien  action  against  eureties  may  he  commenced. 

To  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  maintain  an  action  against  the  sureties  on  an  under- 
taking given  in  pursuance  of  section  848  of  the  Code  for  the  purposes 
of  an  appeal,  notice  of  entry  of  the  order  or  judgment  affirming  the 
Judgment  appealed  ttoTn  must  be  served  upon  the  adverse  party  ten  days 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action. 

The  commencement  of  the  action  before  the  lapse  of  ten  days  after  notice, 
is  fatal  to  the  recovery. 

This  notice,  like  all  other  notices  required  by  the  Code,  must  be  given  in 
writing,  and  must  be  so  explicit  as  plainly  to  give  the  information 
required  by  the  statute. 

The  decision  upon  an  appeal  taken  by  the  principal  can,  in  no  way,  be 
effectually  decided  or  disposed  of  by  an  *'  order,"  but  only  by  a  judg- 
ment of  affirmance  duly  perfected. 

An  order  is  but  a  decision  upon  a  motion,  and  is  expressly  distinguished 
from  a  judgment  which  is  defined  as  the  final  determination  of  the  rights 
of  the  parties.  A  judgment  is  to  be  entered  in  the  judgment  book  and 
X)erfected  by  the  filing  of  a  judgment  roll  from  which  the  right  of  appeal 
from  a  judgment  would  begin  to  run. 

Notice  of  the  judgment  eo  perfected  is  the  notice  required  by  the  statute 
{Code,  eec  848)  to  be  served  on  the  adverse  party  ten  days  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action  on  the  undertaking. 

General  Terrriy  Janua/ry^  1877. 

Edwin  T.  Rice^  for  plaintiff. 

B.  F.  Lee  and  Levyie  BeacTiy  for  defendants. 

BoBiN^soN,  J.  —  A  judgment  was  recovered  by  plaintiff  in 
the  city  court  of  Brooklyn  against  Lewis  Beach  on  the  2d 
Vol.  Lm.  4 
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day  of  October,  1872,  for  $527.96,  which,  on  an  appeal  to  the 
general  term  of  that  court,  was  affirmed  by  judgment  finally 
entered  on  the  15th  day  of  May,  1875,  with  $131.66  costs  of 
affirmance. 

These  defendants  became  sureties  in  an  undertaking  given 
for  the  purposes  of  that  appeal. 

The  decision  on  such  appeal  appears,  by  an  order  to  that 
effect  dated  April  28,  1875,  incorporated  in  the  judgment  roU 
and  signed  with  the  initials  "  G.  G.  R.,"  presumably  those 
of  judge  Reynolds  of  that  court,  and  also  with  the  initials 
"  G.  W.  K.,"  presumably  those  of  George  W.  Knaebel,  its 
clerk,  but  the  costs  were  not  taxed  nor  was  the  judgment 
perfected  until  the  15th  of  May,  1875. 

The  undertaking  contained  the  provisions  required  by  sec- 
tions 354,  355  and  856  of  the  Code  relating  to  appeals  to  a 
county  court  from  justices  of  the  peace,  or  to  this  court  from 
judgments  of  district  courts,  instead  of  such  as  were  required 
on  appeals  from  such  a  judgment  to  the  general  term  of  the 
city  court  of  Brooklyn  by  section  6  of  chapter  470  of  the 
Laws  of  1870,  assimilating  such  an  appeal  in  all  respects  to 
that  provided  for  in  sections  348,  349  and  350,  chapter  4, 
title  2  of  the  Code,  wherein  provision  is  made  for  a  stay  of 
proceedings  upon  the  order  or  judgment  appealed*from  in 
the  manner  provided  for  by  sections  334  and  335. 

The  complaint  alleges  the  entry  of  an  order  of  affirmance 
of  the  judgment  appealed  from  on  the  28th  day  of  April, 
1875,  and  the  service  of  a  copy  thereof  on  the  twenty-ninth ; 
also  the  issuing  and  return  of  executions  upon  the  original 
judgment  and  that  rendered  on  the  appeal  for  costs  wholly 
unsatisfied. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants,  so  far  as  material  to  the 
question  now  passed  upon,  admitted  the  filing  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  the  city  court  of  Brooklyn  by  plaintiff's  attorney 
of  certain  papers  claimed  to  be  a  judgment  in  the  original 
action  on  October  2,  1872,  for  $527.96,  and  also  papers 
claimed  to  be  a  judgment  against  the  appellant  Lewis  Beach 
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for  costs  of  said  appeal  for  the  sum  of  $131.96  on  the  15th 
day  of  May,  1875,  but  denied  all  other  all^atious  in  respect 
to  said  judgments. 

The  present  action  was  commenced  in  July,  1876.  The 
question  that  first  presents  itself  on  this  appeal  is  as  to  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  action  for  want  of  service 
of  any  written  notice  of  the  entry  of  judgment  of  affirmance 
that  was  perfected  on  the  15th  of  May,  1875.  In  my  opinion 
the  objection  to  any  recovery  is,  oit  this  ground,  fatal  to  plain- 
tiff's  daim.  On  the  trial  the  only  notice  which  the  plaintiff 
proved  to  have  been  served  on  his  behalf  was  a  paper  pur- 
porting to  be  a  copy  of  the  order  signed  by  judge  Rkynolds 
and  the  clerk  with  their  initials,  before  mentioned,  but  with- 
out any  copy  of  said  initials,  or  any  indication  that  any  such 
order  had  been  previously  signed,  or  any  notice  of  its  having 
been  entered  with  the  derk  of  the  court.  The  requirement 
of  the  entry  of  an  order  made  upon  any  decision  of  a  judge 
or  court  before  any  effect  can  be  given  to  it  is,  under  our 
system,  a  matter  of  substantial  significance,  and  where  granted 
by  a  judge  in  any  judicial  district  must  be  entered  with  the 
clerk  of  the  county  in  which  the  trial  is  to  be  had  or  the 
judgment  to  be  filed.  And  in  this  respect  the  final  entry  of 
an  order  upon  the  decision  of  a  judge  or  court,  however  other- 
wise formal,  becomes  a  matter  of  materiality. 

It  was  to  such  an  "  entry  "  of  an  order  of  affirmance  that 
the  three  hundred  and  forty-eighth  section  of  the  Code  has 
reference.  Although  in  such  a  local  court  as  that  of  the  city 
court  of  Brooklyn  much  of  the  reason  for  the  distinction  in 
reference  to  the  decision  of  the  judges  and  the  entry  of  orders 
thereon  may  not  exist,  the  intention  of  the  statute  is  yet  clearly 
expressed  and  must  have  such  construction  as  entitles  it  to  a 
general  application  to  all  the  courts  of  this  state  to  which  a 
common  mode  of  entry  of  orders  of  affirmance  is  prescribed, 
with  a  view  to  the  various  purposes  in  respect  to  which  such 
a  perfected  order  becomes  in  any  respect  material. 

K  the  present  case  depended  alone  upon  the  force  and 
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effect  of  the  decision  and  its  entry  as  an  order,  a  presumption 
might  possibly  be  indulged  that  the  clerk  entered  the  order 
immediately  after  the  decision  was  made.  The  notices 
required  by  the  Code  are  always  such  as  must  be  given  in 
writing  (sec.  408),  and  must  be  so  explicit  as  plainly  to  give 
the  information  required  by  the  statute.  The  paper  served 
in  this  case  of  what  was  or  was  to  be,  in  terms,  an  order  of 
the  general  terra  was  without  any  indication  of  signature  of 
judge  or  clerk,  and  with  a'mere  indorsement  (-£».  H.,  p.  26) 
of  the  title  of  the  cause,  followed  by  these  words :  "  Copy 
order  affirming  judgment.  To  Diefendorf  &  Beach,  attorneys 
for  appellant.  Brainerd  &  Rice,  attorneys  for  respondent." 
It  conveyed  no  proper  intimation  that  any  such  order  had 
been  entered  with  the  clerk  of  the  court.  But,  notwithstand- 
ing such  a  written  decision  of  the  general  terra  may  have 
been  entered  with  the  clerk,  it  did  not  become  a  judgment 
of  affirmance,  and  no  such  judgment  had  been  perfected  so 
as  to  become  the  subject  of  further  appeal  as  contemplated  by 
the  provisions  of  the  Code,  above  referred  to,  at  the  time  of 
serving  such  paper  styled  "  copy  order." 

The  amendment  to  section  348  of  the  Code  by  the  act  of 
1862,  while  providing  that  no  action  should  be  commenced 
upon  any  undertaking  given  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions 
of  that  section,  until  ten  days  after  the  service  of  notice  of 
the  entry  of  the  order  or  judgment  affirming  the  judgment 
appealed  from,  had  in  contemplation,  in  addition  to  mere 
judgments  appealed  from,  such  orders  as  affirmed  by  the 
general  term,  in  respect  to  which  further  appeals  might  be 
taken  to  the  court  of  appeals,  but  also  such  orders  or  affirm- 
ance of  orders  appealed  from  in  respect  to  which  security  had 
been  given  on  the  appeal  to  effect  a  stay  of  proceedings 
thereon,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections  334  to  339  of 
the  Code  {Staring  agt.  JoneSy  13  Hbw.j  423 ;  Smith  agt.  Her- 
mansy  18  id.y  261 ;  JTilea  agt.  BattershaH^  26  How.y  93). 

The  three  hundred  and  forty-ninth  section,  giving  Buch 
right  of  an  appeal  from  orders,  provides  they  may  be  taken 
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^4n  like  manner  and  with  like  effect"  as  from  judgments,  as 
allowed  by  section  348. 

The  manifest  intention  of  the  amendment  of  1862,  above 
referred  »to,  passed  after  the  other  provisions  of  section  348 
and  349  had  gone  into  effect,  and  allowing  appeals  in  common 
from  judgments  and  orders  ^4n  like  manner  and  with  like 
effect,"  must  be  taken  distributivelj,  as  requiring  the  notice 
of  ten  days  to  be  given  before  suit  brought  oA  the  undertak- 
ing in  case  of  the  affirmance  of  an  order,  as  well  as  upon  the 
affirmance  of  a  judgment. 

The  object  of  the  notice  in  either  case  is  to  enable  the 
principal  debtor  to  protect  his  sureties,  either  by  a  further 
appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  or  to  provide  for  payment 
before  suit  brought  on  the  undertaking,  or  to  afford  time  to 
take  some  measure  for  their  relief. 

The  decision  upon  the  appeal  taken  by  Beach,  the  principal, 
could  in  no  way  be  effectually  decided  or  disposed  of  by  an 
"  order,"  but  only  by  a  judgment  of  affirmance  duly  perfected. 

An  order  is  but  a  decision  upon  a  motion,  and  is  expressly 
distinguished  from  a  judgment  {GodSy  sec.  400),  which  is 
defined  {Code^  sec,  245)  as  the  final  determination  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties.  A  judgment  is  to  be  entered  in  the 
judgment  book  and  perfected  by  the  filing  of  a  judgment  roll 
{secB.  280  and  281),  from  which  the  right  of  appeal  from  a 
•  judgment  would  begin  to  run  {Sec.  331). 

No  notice  of  the  judgment  so  perfected  on  May  15, 1875, 
in  the  appeal  in  question,  was  ever  served.  The  requirements 
of  the  statute  {Code,  see.  348)  are,  on  this  subject,  in  terms 
equally  positive  with  those  of  section  332,  in  which  like  terms 
are  used  and  have  been  judicially  passed  upon  {Staring  agt. 
Janesy  wpra/  Walton  agt.  JVat.  Loan  Soo.y  19  Sow.,  515). 

The  considerations  calling  for  a  strict  construction  of  the 
statute  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  service  of  the  ten  days'  notice 
of  the  judgment  (as  perfected),  above  suggested,  are  equally 
imperative,  and  its  necessity  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  sureties  has  been  expressly  recog- 
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nized  in  the  general  terra  of  the  supreme  court  (third  district) 
in  Porter  agt.  Kingsbury  (6  Hun^  597),  not  only  holding  the 
notice  necessary,  but  that  service  must  be  averred  in  the 
complaint. 

In  this  view  of  the  rights  of  the  parties,  it  becomes  unneces- 
sary to  consider  the  legal  force  of  the  undertaking  given  under 
the  forms  prescribed  by  sections  854,  355  and  356  of  the  Code, 
without  exception  taken  to  it  as  varying  from  the  particular 
instrument  required  under  sections  334,  335  and  348,  or  any 
other  of  the  extremely  technical  objections  occurring  during 
the  trial. 

Being  of  the  opinion  that  the  suit  was,  in  any  view  taken 
of  these  latter  objections,  prematurely  brought,  the  judgment 
should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  should  be  ordered,  with 
costs  to  abide  the  result. 

Labbemobb  and  J.  F.  Daly,  JJ.,  concur. 
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Louis  Steineb  and  others  agt.  Catharine  Aikswobth. 
0Mt8 — Sicaminaiion  of  party  btfore  trial 

For  attending  the  examination  of  a  party  before  trial,  ten  dollars  is  tax- 
able under  gubdivision  8  of  section  807  of  the  Code,  where  such  party 
attends  ready  to  be  examined,  although  the  examination  is  then  waived 
and  is  never  had. 

Saratoga  Special  Term^  November^  1876. 

There  were  two  actions  pending  against  the  same  defend- 
ant, one  in  favor  of  Hecht  and  others,  and  the  other  in  favor 
of  Steiner  and  others. 

The  answers  had  been  served,  and  the  plaintifiEs  in  each 
case  obtained  an  order  from  the  Saratoga  county  judge  to 
examine  the  defendant  before  trial  under  section  891  of  the 
Code. 

The  defendant  and  the  attorneys  for  both  parties  resided 
at  Saratoga  Springs. 

The  orders  were  returnable  at  p.  m.,  ,  1876,  at 

which  time  the  counsel  for  both  parties  and  the  defendant 
personally  appeared  before  the  county  judge  and  the  defend- 
ant was  sworn  and  examined  in  the  Hecht  case,  which  was 
closed  within  an  hour.  The  plaintiff's  attorney  then  waived 
any  examination  of  the  defendant  in  the  Steiner  case,  and 
the  defendant  was  not  sworn  or  examined  in  that  case,  but 
the  proceeding  was  dropped  and  the  cases  were  afterward 
discontinued. 

The  defendant's  attorneys  claimed  ten  dollars  in  each  case 
for  attending  such  hearing  before  the  county  judge,  and  the 
derk  taxed  the  same  in  each  bill,  and  the  plaintiff  in  the 
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Steiner  case  made  a  motion  to  review  the  adjustment  of  costs 
in  the  nature  of  an  appeal  from  the  allowance  of  that  item. 

jE  F.  BuUardy  for  plaintiff,  contended  that  the  attorney 
for  the  defendant  was  paid  by  the  ten  dollars  allowed  in  the 
other  case.  Second.  That,  as  no  examination  had  ever  been 
had  in  the  Steiner  case,  the  service  was  never  perfonmed  for 
which  the  statute  allows  the  ten  dollars,  and,  therefore,  it 
should  not  be  taxed  against  the  opposite  party. 

A,  Pondy  for  defendant. 

The  court,  Lakdon,  J.,  held  that  the  ten  dollars  was  prop- 
erly allowed  in  each  case,  and  afSbmed  the  adjustment  of 
costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Fbbdebick  H.  Gbeen  agt.  C.  Lippinoott  and  another. 

Demurrer  to  complaint  for  wm-joimd&r  cf  parties  drfendarU, 

Where  the  complaint  alleged  that  there  were  "  other  individuals  compris- 
ing the  firm  of  J.  B.  Lippincott  &  Company "  besides  the  two  persons 
made  defendant,  held,  that  the  other  partners  are  necessary  parties, 
and  that  to  render  the  omission  to  make  them  parties  available  on 
demurrer,  the  defect  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  it  was  not 
necessary  that  it  should  also  appear  that  the  other  parties  were  living. 

Demubbes  to  complaint. 
Special  Termy  February^  1877. 
Mr.  Edwa/rd  Pattersouj  for  demurrer. 
Mr.  a.  M.  Brown^  opposed. 

Van  VoEST,  e/". —  The  statement  in  the  complaint  is,  in 
substance,  that  there  are  "  other  individuals  comprising  the 
firm  of  J.  B.  Lippincott  &  Company "  other  than  the  two 
defendants  named. 

As  the  suit  is  brought  for  the  alleged  breach  of  a  contract 
made  by  the  copartners  with  the  plaintiff,  the  other  partners 
are  necessary  parties,  and  the  omission  to  make  them  defend- 
ant is  a  good  ground  of  demurrer,  the  defect  appearing  on 
the  &ce  of  the  complaint. 

To. make  the  ground  of  demurrer  available  it  was  not 
necessary  that  it  should  appear  in  the  complaint  that  the 
Vol.  Lm.  6 
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other  partners  were  living  (Burgess  agt.  AhboUj  6  Hilly  135 ; 
£cUon  agt.  Balcamy  83  How.y  81 ;  Codey  sec.  144,  «t^.  4). 

As  to  the  defect  of  parties  defendant  the  demnrrer  is  well 
taken,  bnt  I  do  not  regard  the  objection  that  several  causes 
of  action  have  been  improperly  joined  as  well  taken.  The 
cause  of  action  seems  to  be  entire  and  to  rest  upon  the  breach 
of  the  contract. 

The  matter  in  regard  to  the  retention  by  the  defendants  of 
the  books,  I  do  not  consider  a  statement  of  an  independent 
cause  of  action.  It  may,  however,  add  to  the  defendants' 
damages  for  the  breach. 

The  first  cause  of  demurrer  is  sustained,  but  the  second  is 
overruled. 

The  plaintiff  is  at  liberty  to  amend,  upon  payment  of  costs. 
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N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Cassius  Wells  and  Louis  B.  Haas  agt.  Henbt  Sellino. 

Arrest — dd>t  fraudulently  contracted — property  deposed  of  with  intent  to 

defraud  creditors. 

Where  defendant,  in  the  fall  of  1878,  began  business  as  a  tobacco  mer- 
chant with  a  cash  or  available  capital  of  less  than  $2,000,  purchased 
from  plaintiffs  in  November,  1875,  and  January,  1876,  tobacco  to  the 
amount  of  nearly  $4,000,  and  at  the  same  time,  or  shortly  after, 
purchased  of  various  other  parties  large  amounts  of  tobacco,  and  on 
February  7th,  1876,  made  an  assignment  returning  his  entire  property, 
at  a  valuation  of  $1,400,  without  any  pretense  of  any  loss  by  bad  debts 
or  otherwise  since  the  date  of  his  purchase  from  plaintiffs: 

Eeld^  that  this  purchase  from  plaintiffs  without  any  pretended  disclosure 
of  the  condition  of  his  affairs,  or  any  reasonable  ground  for  expectation 
of  meeting  his  obligations,  was  fraudulent. 

Where,  during  the  month  of  January  previous  to  his  assignment,  the 
defendant  obtained  credits  of  various  parties  besides  the  plaintiffs  to 
the  amoimt  of  $7,500  and  fails  to  make  any  explanation  as  to  its  dispo- 

•  sition  or  to  show  how  it,  together  with  what  he  previously  possessed, 
culminated  in  the  meager  show  of  assets,  at  the  time  of  his  assignment, 
amounting  to  less  than  $1,500  as  estimated  by  himself: 

Hddy  that  he  is  thus  shown,  in  the  absence  of  any  explanation,  to  have 
fraudulently  disposed  of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his 
creditors. 

Where  the  defendant  disposed  of  $2,800  to  his  uncle  in  the  latter  part  of 
January,  1876,  under  an  assumed  indebtedness  to  him  in  that  amount, 
the  uncle  depositing  the  same  sum  in  bank  to  a  newly-opened  account 
on  the  third  of  February,  the  defendant  reappearing  on  the  first  of 
March  in  full  possession  of  the  samB  business  he  had  previously  carried 
on  under  a  general  power  of  attorney  from  his  wife,  and  with  capital 
evidently  afforded  her  by  the  uncle  from  the  $2,800  that  had  gone 
through  the  formal  process  of  the  payment  of  the  debt  to  the  latter: 

Held,  that  this  ti^msaction  of  the  assumed  payment  to  the  imcle  of  $2,800 
was  a  fraudufent  disposition  of  so  much  of  the  defendant's  property 
with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors. 


• 
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Special  Terrriy  Aprils  1877. 

MonoN  to  dismiss  proceedings. 

The  application  for  the  arrest  of  defendant  and  respondent 
was  presented  to  this  court  on  the  24th  of  April,  1876,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  indebtedness,  to  recover  which  the  action 
in  question  was  brought,  was  fraudulently  contracted  and 
that  the  defendant  had  disposed  of  a  large  part  of  his  prop- 
erty with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors. 

The  charge  under  which  the  defendant  was  arrested  was 
under  the  third  and  fourth  subdivisions  of  section  8,  article 
10,  chapter  5,  part  2,  Eevised  Statutes,  the  sixth  edition, 
page  47. 

The  facts  set  forth  in  the  affidavits  on  which  the  applica- 
tion for  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  was  based,  and  which  the 
judge  seems  to  find  was  established  by  the  evidence,  are  folly 
set  forth  in  the  opinion. 

O.  0.  SeixaSy  for  plaintifiEs. 

Richard  Z.  Nefwcombe^  for  defendant. 

Robinson,  J. — Defendant,  in  the  fall  of  1868,  began  busi- 
ness in  this  city  as  a  tobacco  merchant,  with  a  cash  or  avail- 
able capital  of  less  than  $2,000. 

In  November,  1875,  he  bought  tobac- 
co of  plaintiffs  to  the  amount  of. .  $3,981  87 
And  paid  on  account 1  j  500  00 

$2,481  87 
On  January  17,  he  bought  of  them  a 

bill  of 1,120  95 

On  which  the  expenses  of  delivery 

were 63  40 

$3,666  22 

January  17,  1876,  he  bought  of  D.  W.  King, 

tobacco  to  the  amount  of 1  /307  41 

Carried  forward $4,973  63 
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Brought  forward $4:>973  63 

Same  date  he  bonght  of  B.  M.  Bardick,  tobacco 

to  the  amount  of 623  49 

January  14  and  26,  1876,  he  bought  of  S.  Bar- 

nett,  tobacco  to  the  amount  of 3^640  00 

Oct  19, 1875,  he  bought  of  Hubbard 

&  Co.,  tobacco  to  the  amount  of. .  $1)585  30 
On  January  14, 1876 635  20 

$2,  220  50 

On  which,  Jan.  17, 1876,  he  paid.. .     IjOOO  00 

1,220  50 

January  28,  he  overdrew  from  National  Trust 

Co 867  66 

$11,325  28 
He  owed  for  money  borrowed  in  1875 : 

J.  P.  Homthal $2,000  00 

Louis  Homthal 1,200  00 

Homthal  Bros 1,530  00 

Louis  Selling 550  00 

Z.  SeUing 850  00 

S.  Rappa 400  00 

D.  Selling 500  00 

A.  Hartman.; 400  00 

Jos.  HorathaL 500  00 

And  other  small  debts 400  00 

Makmg  an  aggregate  of $8,330  00      8,330  00 

Making  his  indebtedness  at  least $19,755  28 

He  made  an  assignment  to  Moses  Hatch,  dated  February 
7, 1876,  retuming  his  entire  property  at  a  valuation  of  $1,400, 
without  any  pretense  of  any  loss  by  bad  debts  or  otherwise, 
occurring  since  the  date  of  his  purchase  from  plaintiffs.  He 
then  owed,  as  he  asserts,  over  $8,000  for  money  borrowed 
from  his  relatives  without  shadow  of  means,  exceeding  $2,000, 


1 
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to  pay  his  debts.  That  this  purchase  from  plaintiffs,  without 
auy  pretended  disclosure  of  the  condition  of  his  aflSiirs,  or  any 
reasonable  ground  for  expectation  of  meeting  his  obligations, 
was  fraudulent,  can  scarcely  admit  of  a  question.  He  discloses 
no  possible  or  probable  condition  of  his  affairs  from  which 
any  reasonable  e3^pectation  might  be  raised  or  indulged, 
enabling  him  to  pay  the  debt  he  contracted  with  the  plain- 
tiffs. The  extraordinary  credits  he  obtained  in  January,  on 
the  very  eve  of  his  assignment. 

Of  plaintiffs,  January  17, 1876 $1 ,  120  95 

Of  D.  W.  King,  same  date 1,307  41 

Of  E.  M.  Burdick,  same  date .       623  49 

Of  S.  Barnett,  January  14 $1,  640  00 

And  borrowed  money,  January  26. .     2,  000  00 

3,640  00 

Overdraft  National  Trust  Co 867  66 

$7;559  51 


Evinces  nothing  more  clearly  than  that  he  intended  to  avail 
himself  of  the  confidence  of  his  creditors  to  the  utmost,  and 
thus  make  a  grand  raid  upon  them.  Of  this  $7,500  worth  of 
property  obtained  in  January,  he  fails  to  make  any  explana- 
tion as  to  its  disposition  or  to  show  how  it,  together  with 
what  he  previously  possessed,  culminated  in  the  meager  show 
of  assets  on  the  seventh  of  February,  amounting  to  less  than 
$1,500,  as  estimated  by  himself. 

These  main  facts  are  so  patent  upon  the  case  as  disclosed 
that,  without  regard  to  other  details  involving  the  collusion 
and  frauds  of  his  conniving  relatives,  the  result  is  manifest 
that  the  debt  to  plaintiffs  was  contracted  by  the  defendant 
without  any  reasonable  expectation  of  legitimate  resources  to 
pay  it  when  due,  and  that  the  defendant,  out  of  the  property 
thus  acquired  from  confiding  creditors  during  the  latter  pait 
of  the  month  of  January,  to  the  extent  of  at  least  $7,500,  has 
misappropriated,  without  regard  to  what  he  previously  owed. 
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m        ^^^ 

all  but  about  $1,500  of  his  assets.  That  he  is  thus  shown,  in 
the  absence  of  any  explanation,  to  have  frandalently  disposed 
of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors  can  scarce 
admit  of  a  donbt. 

The  particular  transaction  by  which  the  defendant  disposed 
of  $2,800  to  his  nnde,  Lonis  Homthal,  in  the  latter  part  of 
January,  1876,  under  an  assumed  indebtedness  to  him  in  that 
amount;  the  deposit  of  the  same  sum  by  Homthal  in  the 
Butchers  and  Drovers'  Bank  in  a  newly-opened  account  on 
the  third  of  February,  and  the  reappearance  of  tl^e  defendant 
on  the  first  of  March  in  full  possession  of  the  same  business 
he  had  previously  carried  on  under  general  power  of  attorney 
from  his  wife,  and  with  capital  evidently  aflfbrded  her  by 
Homthal  from  the  $2,800  that  had  gone  tiirough  the  formal 
process  of  payment  of  a  debt  to  the  latter,  leaves  no  question 
in  my  mind  but  that  the  whole  was  a  scheme  to  defraud 
defendant's  creditors  of  this  sum.  Louis  Homthal,  it  is  too 
apparent,  was  but  a  mere  tool  used  to  accomplish  this  end. 
The  transaction  is  too  bald  and  wanting  in  every  just  and 
fair  explanation  which,  if  honest,  might  readily  have  been 
given.  I  am,  therefore,  drawn  to  an  irresistible  conclusion 
that  this  transaction  of  the  assumed  payment  to  Louis  Hom- 
thal of  $2,800  was  a  fraudulent  disposition  of  so  much  of  the 
defendant's  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  and, 
as  before  mentioned,  I  also  find  that  he  fraudulently  contracted 
the  debt  for  which  the  suit  is  brought. 

I  therefore  order  his  commitment  to  the  county  jail  to  be 
there  detained  until  discharged  according  to  law,  unless  he 
comply  with  some  of  the  provisions  contained  in  the  first 
four  subdivisions  of  the  tenth  section  of  the  non-imprison- 
ment act  of  1831. 
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SUPKEME  OOUET. 

Edwaed  R.  Dickinson  agt.  William  T.  Edwaeds. 
Usury — Promissory  note  made  in  (Ms  state  negotiated  in  another. 

Where  a  promissory  note,  signed  and  dated  in  New  York  and  payable  at  a 
bank  here,  is  negotiated  for  the  first  time  in  another  state,  the  laws  of 
the  state  where  the  note  is  negotiated  are  to  control  as  to  the  defense 
of  usury. 

The  form  of  the  note  or  obligation  may  be  written  here,  but  it  only 
becomes  a  note  or  contract  upon  its  delivery,  and  it  is  made  when  and 
where  it  is  delivered. 

A.  made  his  promissory  note,  dated  in  New  York  and  payable  at  a  bank 
here,  and  delivered  the  same  to  B.  who  took  the  note  to  the  state  of 
Massachusetts  where  it  was  for  the  first  time  negotiated,  C  discounting 
it  at  a  rate  of  interest  lawful  there,  but  more  than  allowed  by  the  laws 
of  this  state.    In  an  action  by  C.  against  A.  on  the  note: 

Eisld,  that  it  was  not  void  for  usury,  as  the  laws  of  Massachusetts  must 
govern  as  to  this  question. 

Special  Temiy  Ma/rchy  1877. 

MonoN  by  plaintiff,  upon  the  judge's  minutes,  for  a  new 
trial. 

Mr.  M.  P.  Stafford  and  W.  R.  BeaoAy  for  plaintiff. 

Mr.  F.  P.  Bellamy y  for  defendant. 

Westbbook,  J. —  The  action  was  upon  a  promissory  note 
for  the  sum  of  $300,  made  by  the  defendant,  payable  to  the 
order  of  Bailey  &  Gilbert,  dated  in  New  York  city,  Novem- 
ber 14, 1874,  and  payable  in  said  city.    The  defense  was  that 
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the  note  was  a  pure  accommodation  note,  made  by  Edwards 
and  loaned  to  Bailey  &  Gilbert,  who  procured  it  to  be  dis- 
counted by  the  plaintiff  at  a  greater  rate  of  interest  than 
seven  per  cent,  and  that  it  was  therefore  void  for  usury. 

The  reply  of  the  plaintiff  was,  that  the  note  was  not  a  pure 
accommodation  note,  but  that  Bailey  &  Gilbert  gave  their 
note  for  the  same  amount  to  the  defendant  in  exchange 
therefor. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  note  was  negotiated  to  the  plaintiff 
by  Bailey  &  Gilbert,  the  payees  thereof,  in  the  state  of  Massa- 
chusetts, and  that  the  interest  received  thereon  was  no  greater 
than  that  allowed  by  the  laws  of  that  state,  though  more  than 
allowed  by  the  laws  of  New  York. 

The  jury  were  charged  that  if  the  note  in  suit  was  given  by 
the  defendant  to  Bailey  &  Gilbert  in  exchange  for  their  note 
of  a  like  amount,  their  verdict  should  be  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  sum  due  thereon.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  they 
should  find  that  the  note  was  a  pure  and  simple  accommodation 
one,  made  by  the  defendant  for  the  benefit  of  Bailey  &  Gil- 
bert and  loaned  to  them,  that  their  verdict  should  be  for  the 
defendant. 

The  jury  having  found  for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
moves  for  a  new  trial,  because  the  charge,  as  he  claims,  was 
erroneous  in  holding  that  an  accommodation  note  dated  in 
Kew  York  and  payable  in  that  state  and  negotiated  for  the 
first  time  in  Massachusetts  at  a  rate  of  interest  lawful  there, 
could  be  declared  void  for  usury,  because  the  rate  of  interest 
thus  taken  was  greater  than  that  allowed  by  the  state  of  New 
York.  An  exception  at  the  trial  makes  the  point  a  proper 
one  to  be  considered. 

The  direction  given  in  the  charge  was  based  upon  Jewell 
agt.  Wright  (30  iT.  Y.,  259),  which  holds :  "  Where  a 
promissory  note,  made  and  dated  in  this  state  and  payable  at 
a  bank  here,  is  negotiated  in  another  state,  the  laws  of  New 
York  are  to  control  as  to  the  defense  of  usury."  As  the  case 
enunciating  this  doctrine  was  a  decision  by  our  highest  state 
Vol.  Lin  6 
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court,  even  though  the  extent  of  the  decision  was  rendered 
unnecessary  by  the  statement  in  the  beginning  of  the  opinion 
of  the  learned  judge  who  spoke  for  the  court,  that  confessedly 
^'  the  note  on  which  the  suit  was  brought  was  negotiated  at  a 
rate  of  interest  illegal,  both  in  Oonnecticut  and  New  York," 
it  was  wise  to  follow  it  at  circuit,  that  the  question  of  fact 
which  the  case  involved  might  be  disposed  of,  and  then  have 
the  cause  decided  upon  the  pure  legal  question  now  involved. 

As  the  case  will  undoubtedly  be  reviewed,  and  the  question 
of  fact  is  disposed  of,  I  see  no  reason  why  the  conclusions  of 
my  own  judgment  should  not  now  be  followed  ;  for,  if  wrong, 
they  may  be  readily  corrected.  No  elaborate  discussion  of 
the  question  or  cases  will  be  attempted,  but  my  reasons  for 
granting  a  new  trial  will  be  briefly  stated. 

The  same  learned  judge,  Inobaham,  who  wrote  the  opinion 
in  Jewell  agt.  Wrighty  also  wrote  that  in  HUdreth  agt.  Shep- 
a/td  (65  Barb.y  265,  271),  in  which  the  doctrine  of  the  former 
case  is  maintained.  To  its  correctness  I  am  unable  to 
subscribe. 

The  fundamental  error,  in  my  judgment,  upon  which  those 
two  cases  rest,  is  in  the  assumption  that  in  a  case  like  the 
present  the  note  or  contract  is  made  here.  The  form  of  the 
note  or  obligation  may  be  written  here,  but  it  only  becomes 
a  note  or  contract  upon  its  delivery,  and  it  is  made  when  and 
where  it  is  delivered.  A  and  B  may  have  an  agreement 
drawn  between  them  in  this  state,  and  they  may  sign  their 
names  to  it  here,  but  it  does  not  yet  become  a  complete  con- 
tract until  delivered.  If,  then,  they  carry  away  with  them 
the  paper,  and  deliver  it  elsewhere,  the  place  of  delivery  is 
the  place  of  contract.  A  borrowed  accommodation  note 
handed  to  the  payee,  by  him  to  be  negotiated  when  and  where 
he  pleases,  is,  in  the  hands  of  the  payee,  no  valid  agreement, 
but  merely  an  undelivered  contract,  which,  handed  to  him 
without  direction  as  to  the  place  where,  or  as  to  the  person 
by  whom,  it  is  to  be  discounted,  is  to  become  a  delivered 
or  valid  one,  whenever  and  wherever  the  payee  negotiates  it. 
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When  the  note  is  negotiated  by  a  third  party,  and  wherever 
it  is  BO  negotiated,  the  maker  for  the  first  time  has  contracted 
by  making  a  valid  promise  to  pay,  and  not  before.  It  follows 
from  this  reasoning  that  the  agreement  or  promise  to  pay, 
though  written  here,  was  made  in  Massachusetts,  where  it 
was  for  the  first  time  negotiated  and  delivered  as  a  valid 
instrument,  and  having  been  made  in  Massachusetts,  the  law 
of  that  state  governs  {MiOer  agt.  Tifany,  1  WM.^  298-310). 

In  Tilden  agt.  Blavr  (21  Wa«.,  241)  the  draft,  though 
drawn  in  Illinois,  was  accepted  in  New  York  and  payable 
here.  If  the  writing  of  the  acceptance  and  its  subscription 
was  the  making  of  the  contract,  it  was  made  in  New  York. 
The  court,  however,  held  that  the  acceptors  having  sent  the 
draft,  after  acceptance,  back  to  Illinois,  for  use  and  discount, 
that  state,  and  not  New  York,  was  the  spot  where  the  con- 
tract was  made,  and  its  law,  and  not  that  of  New  York,  must 
govern  the  rate  of  interest  and  the  legality  thereof.  It  is 
true  that  the  draft  was  returned  to  Illinois  for  negotiation, 
and  from  that  fact  the  court  drew  the  conclusion  that  the 
acceptors  intended  to  and  did  make  a  contract  in  that  state, 
but  the  result  must  have  been  the  same,  if  it  had  been  merely 
handed  to  the  party  who  was  to  negotiate  it,  without  any 
restriction  as  to  place  of  discount.  So  handing  it  must  be 
regarded  as  a  general  power  to  go  anywhere  to  negotiate,  and 
as  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  acceptors  to  make  at  the 
place  of  negotiation  a.  valid  promise  to  pay  the  party  advanc- 
ing the  money  thereon.  The  latter  is  precisely  the  case 
before  us.  The  payees  took  the  note  without  restriction,  and 
had  a  right  to  go  where  they  pleased  for  discount,  and  the 
maker  made  a  valid  promise  to  pay,  for  the  first  time,  when 
the  party  empowered  so  to  do  delivered  and  negotiated  it. 

As  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  is  a  bitizen  of  Massachusetts 
seeking  to  enforce  a  contract  made  in  that  state  in  our  courts, 
it  is  very  proper,  in  the  final  disposition  of  the  cause  (ariicU 
3,  section  2  of  Const,  of  TJ,  S.)  that  the  supreme  court  of  the 
nation  should  be  followed,  rather  than  the  highest  tribunal  of 
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our  own  state.  Especially  should  this  reason  apply  when  the 
decision  of  the  latter  court  has  so  often  been  doubted  upon 
this  question  {Mrst  Nat.  Bamk  of  N.  Y.  agt.  Morrisy  1  Hun^ 
680  /  Bank  of  Georgia  agt.  Levirhj  45  Barbour ^  340  /  Bowen 
agt.  BraMey^  9  Abh,  [N,  aS],  395  /  Providence  Co.  Savings 
Bank  agt.  JProsty  13  JVat.  Bank.  Register^  356). 
For  the  reasons  stated  a  new  trial  should  be  granted. 
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Central  Oeoss-town  Eailboad  Company  agt.  The  Twenty- 
third  Street  Eailway  Company  et  al. 

IHscovery  of  books  a^  pampers  qf  a  corporo^^ 

Averments  contained  in  a  petition  for  an  inspection  of  books  and  papers 
of  a  corporation,  merely  upon  information  and  belief,  failing  to*  disclose 
the  sources  of  snch  information,  are  insufficient  to  entitle  the  petitioning 
party  to  such  inspection. 

There  should  be  something  more  than  a  mere  suspicion  or  conjecture  as 
to  the  necessity  of  the  inspection  asked  for. 

Under  the  Code  of  Procedure  and  the  rules  of  court  heretofore  existing, 
the  practice  has  been  to  deny  similar  applications,  where  the  production 
of  the  books  and  papers  desired  could  be  secured  by  a  subpoma  duces 
tecufn^  and  the  examination  as  a  witness  of  the  party  having  their  cus- 
tody, either  before  or  on  the  triaL 

Althoug^h,  perhaps,  as  against  a  corporation  defendant  a  subpoena  duces 
iecttm  would  have  been  unavailing  imder  the  Code  of  Procedure,  now, 
by  section  868  of  the  "  Code  of  Remedial  Justice,"  which  provides  that 
"the  production  upon  a  trial  of  a  book  or  paper  belonging  to  or  under 
the  control  of  a  corporation,  may  be  compelled  in  like  manner  as  if  it 
were  in  the  hands  or  under  the  control  of  a  natural  person,''  a  plaintiff 
has  ample  means  of  obtaining  the  proofs  required  of  a  corporation  by 
titbpcBna  duces  tecum  and  the  examination  as  a  witness  of  the  party 
having  their  custody,  either  before  or  after  the  trial 

Special  Temiy  May^  1877, 

Sandford,  J.  —  The  plaintiffs,  a  street  railway  corporation, 
petition  for  an  inspection  and  copy  of  certain  books  and 
papers  of  one  of  the  defendant  corporations,  upon  the  aver- 
ment contained  in  the  petition  that  snch  an  inspection  will 
disclose  certain  specified  &cts  material  and  necessary  for  the 
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establishment  of  the  plaintiffs'  case.  This  averment  is  made 
merely  upon  the  information  and  belief  of  the  plaintiffs' 
president,  who  fails  to  disclose  the  sources  of  his  information 
otherwise  than  by  way  of  inference  from  the  fact  that  he 
is  himself  "  the  president  of  a  street  railway  company  and 
familiar  with  the  method  of  keeping  books  of  such  corpora- 
tions." It  is  further  alleged  that  certain  letters  which  passed 
between  the  oflScers  of  the  said  defendant  and  a  person  who 
had  contracted  with  them  for  the  performance  of  certain 
work  and  labor  are  material  as  showing  a  purpose  and  intent 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  existence  of  which  is  essen- 
tial to  the  maintainance  of  the  action. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  petition,  aided  by  the 
rules  of  the  court  and  numerous  authorities  upon  the  point, 
to  which  reference  was  made  by  defendant's  counsel  upon 
the  argunient,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  facts  stated  in  the 
petition  are  insufficient  to  justify  the  presumption  that  any 
entries,  correspondence  or  other  documents  relating  to  the 
subject-matter  and  tending  to  establish  the  plaintiffs'  cause  of 
action  exist.  If  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint  and  put 
in  issue  by  the  answers  are  assumed  to  be  true  there  is,  per- 
haps, reasonable  ground  for -the  inference  that  books  and 
documents  exist  in  the  possession  of  the  defendants  which 
contain  entries  relating  to  the  subject-matter,  the  legal  effect 
of  which  would  be  to  establish  such  facts,  and  particularly  if 
the  course  of  business  of  other  similar  corporations  indicates 
that  such  entries  are  ordinarily  made  under  like  circum- 
stances. But  we  are  not  warranted  in  assuming  the  truth  of 
the  plaintiffs'  avermepts  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  from 
such  assumption  an  inference  in  favor  of  the  existence  of 
evidence  tending  to  support  them.  Such  averments  should 
have  a  more  substantial  basis  than  mere  suspicion  or  con- 
jecture ;  and  when  a  searching  examination  of  an  adversary's 
books  and  papers  is  demanded  it  should  be  not  merely  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  such  averments  are  well 
founded,  but  because  there  is  reasonable  ground  for  the  belief 
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that,  being  well  founded,  they  may,  in  this  manner,  be  satis- 
factorily proved.  Under  the  Code  of  Procedure  and  the 
rules  of  court  heretofore  existing  the  practice  has  been  to 
deny  similar  applications  where  the  production  of  the  books 
and  papers*  desired  could  be  secured  by  a  stcbpoma  duces 
tecuniy  and  the  examination  as  a  witness  of  the  party  having 
their  custody,  either  before  or  on  the  trial.  It  was  strenu- 
ously urged  on  the  argument  of  this  matter  that  it  should  be 
granted  for  the  very  reason  that,  as  against  a  corporation 
defendant,  a  stApcena  dibces  tecum  would  be  unavailing.  But 
a  reference  to  section  868  of  the  "  Code  of  Remedial  Justice  *' 
discloses  a  beneficent  provision  of  that  statute  to  the  effect 
that  "  the  production  upon  a  trial  of  a  book  or  paper  belong- 
ing to  or  under  the  control  of  a  corporation,  may  be  compelled 
in  like  manner  as  if  it  were  in  the  hands  or  under  the  con- 
trol of  a  natural  person.** 

Upon  the  ground,  therefore,  that  under  the  former  practice 
the  averments  of  the  petition  do  not,  in  my  judgment,  pre- 
sent a  proper  case  for  resorting  to  this  onerous  remedy  of  a 
search,  and  because,  under  existing  provisions  of  law,  the 
plaintiff  has  ample  means  of  obtaining  the  proofs  required, 
if  they  really  exist,  without  subjecting  himself  to  the  impu- 
tation of  fishing  in  his  adversaries'  waters,  I  deny  the  motion, 
with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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SUPREME    COURT. 
Dupuy  agt.  Wubtz. 

Costs — extra  aUowanee  on  appeal  flrom  swrrogaie^s  eourt. 

On  an  appeal  from  a  surrogate's  court  an  extra  allowance  of  costs  may 
now  be  granted  under  section  809  of  the  Code  of  Procedure.  Such  an 
appeal  is,  for  all  purposes  of  costs,  an  action  at  issue  on  a  question  of 
law,  and  its  determination  constitutes  a  trial  within  the  meaning  of  the 
section. 

Mrst  Deparimenty  OeneraL  Term^  Aprils  1877. 
Davis,  P. «/".,  Brady  and  Daniels,  JJ. 

In  this  case  the  will  of  Martha  P.  Wurtz  was  offered  for 
probate,  and  probate  was  opposed  by  heirs  of  the  decedent. 
The  will  was  admitted  to  probate.  An  appeal  was  taken 
from  the  surrogate's  decision  and  the  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court  aflSrmed  the  same.  The  contestants  again 
appealed  and  the  court  of  appeals  affirmed  both  decisions, 
declaring  the  will  a  valid  one  and  entitled  to  probate. 

On  the  question  of  allowances  to  counsel  for  the  unsnccess- 
ful  contestants  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  appeals,  pronounced 
by  Eapallo,  J.,  and  concurred  in  by  all  the  members  of  the 
court,  is  as  follows : 

"  The  questions  are  not  free  from  difficulty  and  have  been 
presented,  on  the  part  of  the  contestants,  evidently  in  good 
faith.  They  have  been  argued  in  this  court  with  great  learn- 
ing and  ability,  and  are  carefully  and  ably  treated  in  the 
opinion  of  the  learned  surrogate.    We  think  that  the  con- 
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testants  were  jastified  in  raising  the  question,  and  that,  under 
all  the  circumstances,  the  costs  of  all  the  parties  in  this  court 
and  the  courts  below  should  be  paid  out  of  the  estate." 

An  allowance  of  $1,000  was  thereafter  granted  to  contest- 
ant's counsel  by  the  court  at  special  term,  Mr.  justice  Bbady 
presiding,  a  like  allowance  having  been  previously-  granted  ' 
by  the  surrogate. 

From  judge  Brady's  order  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the 
general  term,  where  the  order  appealed  from  was  affirmed, 
the  court  delivering  the  following  opinion : 

Couderi  Brothers^  for  contestants. 

Owenj  Nash  <&  Ora/y^  for  proponents. 

Davib,  p.  J.  —  This  case  came  into  this  court  by  appeal 
from  the  decree  of  the  surrogate  of  the  city  and/  county  of 
New  York  admitting  the  will  in  contest  to  probate.  The 
decree  of  the  surrogate  was  affirmed  by  the  general  term, 
and  on  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  the  judgment  of  the 
supreme  court  was  also  affirmed  {^See  Dv/pwy  agt.  Wurtz^  53 
IS.  jr.,  556). 

The  question  of  costs  was  disposed  of  by  the  court  of 
appeals  by  directing  that  the  costs  of  all  the  parties  in  that 
court  and  the  courts  below  should  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 
'  It  appears  that  on  the  decision  of  the  case  in  this  court 
the  surrogate  allowed  counsel  fees  to  the  respective  parties, 
and  amongst  such  allowances  the  sum  of  $1,000  to  the  con- 
testants' counsel.  The  special  term  granted  a  motion  for  an 
additional  allowance,  and  from  the  order  entered  thereupon 
the  appeal  is  taken. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  court  below  had  power  under 
the  Code  to  grant  an  allowance.  The  three  hundred  and 
eighteenth  section  of  the  Code  is  clear  and  explicit  From  the 
time  the  appeal  from  the  surrogate  was  brought  before  the 
supreme  court  lor  review  the  proceedings  are  to  be  deemed 
Vol.  LEI  7 
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"an  action  at  issue  on  a  question  of  law"  for  all  purposes  of 
costs.  For  such  purpose  the  case  is  to  be  treated  as  an  action 
originally  commenced  in  this  couH  and  tried  upon  an  issue 
of  law.  Saguine  agt.  Sagtiine  (3  Ahb.  [iT.  S.]^  442)  is  pre- 
cisely in  point,  and  we  think  was  correctly  decided. 

Wolf  s^.  Van  Nosi/rand  (2  N.  Y.,  570)  and  People  agt. 
New  TorTc  Central  Railroad  Co.  (29  id.^  428)  hold  that 
appellate  courts  cannot  grant  the  allowance,  because  the  stat- 
ute gives  the  same,  by  way  of  indemnity,  for  the  expenses  of 
the  trial  in  the  court  of  original  jurisdiction.  This  cotirt,  in 
a  late  case,  has  followed  these  decisions  and  denied  an  allow- 
ance when  no  costs  were  recovered  by  either  party  in  the 
court  in  which  the  action  was  tried.  But  by  section  318  of 
the  Code  the  appellate  court  is,  jpro  hoc  vice,  made  the  court 
of  original  jurisdiction.  The  objection  that  an  allowance 
having  been  made  in  the  surrogate's  court  none  can  be  made 
in  this,  is  not  well  taken.  The  allowance  was  exclusively  for 
services  in  that  court,  and  as  the  statute  makes  the  appeal  to 
that  court  res  nova  for  the  purposes  of  costs,  the  court  is 
clothed  with  full  discretion  in  the  matter. 

There  is  no  reason  to  interfere  with  the  order  on  the  ground 
that  the  amount  was  excessive.  The  order  should  be  affirmed, 
with  costs. 

Order  affirmed. 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Feanois  N.  Bangs  et  al,  agt.  The  Ocean  National  Bank. 

Pleading — BQl  of  particulars  —  Answer  —  IrrelevaTit  and  redundant  matter. 

The  object  of  a  bill  of  particulars  is  but  to  fairly  apprise  the  party  calling 
for  it  of  the  nature  of  the  claim  against  him,  and  where  the  claim  is 
fairly  disclosed  no  further  specification  is  necessary. 

The  rule,  as  established  by  the  Code  of  1848  as  to  pleading,  only  required 
it  to  state  the  facts  in  ordinary  and  concise  language,  without  repetition, 
**and  in  such  manner  as  to  enable  a  person  of  con^mon  understanding 
to  know  what  was  intended." 

It  now,  by  the  amendment  of  1861,  only  requires  a  plain  and  concise  state- 
ment of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action,  without  unnecessary 
repetition.  The  spirit  and  intent  of  the  original  enactment  has  not  been 
changed,  and  all  available  rights  in  thi^  respect  is  rather  the  subject  of 
a  bill  of  particulars  than  of  a  motion  **  to  make  a  pleading  more  definite 
and  certain." 

It  seemSy  a  motion  to  strike  out  matter  in  an  answer  as  irrelevant  and 
redundant  should  be  granted  where  the  whole  is  but  matter  of  evidence, 
and  cannot  be  regarded  as  any  approach  to  a  matter  of  pleading. 

Special  Term^  April,  1877. 

An  order  was  made  on  the  16th  of  January,  1877,  requiring 
the  defendants  to  make  certain  paragraphs  of  their  amended 
answer  more  definite  and  certain  by  amendment  thereof,  and 
also  to  serve  a  verified  bill  of  particulars  stating  the  amounts 
and  times  of  the  payments  made  by  the  defendants  to  the 
plaintiffs  on  account  of  the  services  of  the  plaintiffs  men- 
tioned in  the  second  paragraph  of  the  amended  answer  with 
others.  Defendants  have  attempted  to  comply  with  the  order, 
and  motion  is  now  made  to  strike  out  certain  portions  as 
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irrelevant  and  redundant,  and  as  an  evasion  and  violation  of 
the  order  of  the  15th  of  January,  1877.  The  facts  are  fully 
stated  in  the  opinion. 

Joseph,  H,  Clioatey  for  motion. 

George  BlisSj  opposed. 

EoBiNsoN,  J,  —  The  order  of  the  fifteenth  day  of  January 
last  required  the  defendants  "  to  make  the  second  paragraph 
of  their  amended  answer  more  definite  and  certain  by  amend- 
ment thereof,  so  as  to  state  when  and  where  and  on  what 
occasion  either  of  the  plaintifis  stated  under  oath  the  value  of 
the  plaintift's  services  in  the  Holmes  suits  —  mentioned  in 
the  complaint  in  this  action  as  having  been  rendered  from 
August  29,  1873,  to  October  21,  1876  — at  a  much  Jess 
amount  than  is  stated  in  the  complaint  in  this  cause  as  the 
value  of  such  services,  and  so  as  to  show  what  sums  such 
plaintiff  then  stated,  and  what  he  stated  concerning  such 
services." 

Without  appreciating  the  reason  or  necessity  for  this  par- 
ticularity in  a  matter  of  pleading,  and  being  unadvised  as  to 
the  consideration  upon  which  the  order  was  granted,  it  stands 
in  full  force  and  renders  it  necessary  to  determine  whether 
the  order  has  been  complied  with  in  the  attempted  compli- 
ance in  these  words  :  "  That  on  or  about*  May  29,  1875,  the 
plaintifl",  F.  N.  Bangs,  stated  under  oath,  when  being  exam- 
ined as  a  witness  before  Elial  F.  Hall,  referee,  in  a  proceeding 
for  Bubstitution  of  attorneys,  in  this  court,  that  a  portion  of 
our  (plaintiff's)  charge  which  may  properly  be  apportioned 
to  Holmes  No.  1,  is  $250,  exclusive  of  interest  and  disburse- 
ments. I  think  the  portion  of  our  entire  charge  which  may 
be  properly  allotted  to  Holmes  No.  2,  is  $250,  exclusive  of 
interest  and  disbursements."  That  early  in  1876,  the  plain- 
tiffs brought  an  action  against  the  defendants,  and  on  a 
schedule  annexed  to  the  complaint,  verified  by  F.  N.  Bangs, 
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they  stated  the  value  of  their  services  in  Holmes  No.  1,  at 
$250  and  $2.27  disbursements ;  and  in  Holmes  No.  2,  at  $250 
and  $5.33  disbursements;  and  since  that  time  nothing  has 
been  done  in  either  of  said  suits  as  defendants  are  informed 
and  believe,  except  to  enter  orders  of  dismissal. 

Plain tiffi'  motion  is  to  strike  this  out,  as  irrelevant  and 
redundant,  and  as  an  evasion  and  violation  of  the  order  of  the 
15th  of  January,  1877.  Had  this  been  an  original  motion  to 
strike  out  such  matter  as  irrelevant  and  redundant,  it  should, 
in  my  opinion,  have  been  granted,  as  the  whole  is  but  matter 
of  evidence,  and  cannot  be  regarded  as  any  approach  to  a 
matter  of  pleading ;  but  the  plaintiffs  having  deemed  it  so 
material  as  to  require  a  fiirther  and  particular  answer,  the 
requirement  of  their  order  in  this  respect,  so  far  as  the  papers 
disclose,  is  substantially  complied  with.  It  is  a  specification 
of  all  the  defendants  allege  was  said  by  plaintiffs  on  the  sub- 
ject, and,  if  conclusive  in  any  respect,  plaintiffs  have  the 
benefit  of  that  consideration.  No  such  exceptions  as  were 
formerly  applicable  to  answers  to  interrogatories  in  a  bill  of 
discovery  have  any  application  to  our  present  system  of  plead- 
ing, and  this  exception  is  one  that  could  only  be  entertained 
under  that  practice. 

The  third  paragraph  of  the  order  further  required  defend- 
ants, within  ten  .days,  to  serve  a  verified  bill  of  particulars, 
stating  the  amounts  and  times  of  the  payments  made  by  the 
defendants  to  the  plaintiffs  on  account  of  the  services  of  the 
plaintiffs,  mentioned  in  the  second  paragraph  of  the  amended 
answer,  with  others. 

Defendants,  in  response  to  this,  present  plaintiffs'  account 
as  rendered  them  on  June  17th,  1875,  upon  which  such  pay- 
ments were  applied  to  the  plaintiffs'  claims  for  professional 
services  previously  rendered,  in  the  matter  referred  to  in  the 
complaint  as  well  as  in  others.  A  payment  of  $1,500  pre- 
viously made,  August  24,  1874,  was  therein  specifically 
applied ;  and  the  presentation  of  plaintiffs'  account,  and  the 
application  of  that  payment  as  shown  on  the  bill  of  particulars 
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rendered,  its  appropriation  as  asserted  in  the  account  is  made 
definite.  Another  payment  of  $500,  made  on  September 
10th,  1875,  is  alleged  as  "  on  account  of  the  services  charged 
for  in  said  bill."  This  conclusively  adopts  the  bill,  and  any 
payments  on  account,  became  in  law  applicable  to  satisfy  and 
extinguish  the  earlier  items.  It  is  to  be  accepted  as  defend- 
ants' claim  in  respect  to  the  payments  alleged  in  their  answer 
and  their  proper  application.  If,  notwithstanding,  as  may  be 
inferred,  and  as  from  the  assertion  '^  that  the  defendants  claim 
that  some  portion  of  the  aggregate  of  $2,000  is  properly  to 
be  credited  on  account  of  the  services  charged  for  in  the 
second  cause  of  action  in  the  complaint,  and  referred  to  in 
the  second  paragraph  of  the  amended  answer,"  it  shows  no 
ground  upon  which  any  such  claim  can  be  legally  based,  and 
is  mere  ^^fulmen  hrutum^  and  «b  nihUo  nihilfit^  plaintiffs  cannot 
complain  of  the  rendering  of  a  particular  that  in  legal  effect 
amounts  to  nothing  (if  such  be  the  character  of  the  statement). 
The  motion  in  this  respect  is  also  denied. 

The  third  matter  presented  is  in  reference  to  a  counter- 
claim, in  which,  after  stating  that  plaintiffs,  as  their  attorneys, 
had  procured  orders  in  their  favor  for  about  $4,800,  and  enti- 
tling them  to  available  judgments  therefor,  the  knowledge  of 
which  was  wholly  concealed  from  them  for  thirty  days,  and 
they  were  from  such  ignorance  induced  to  incur  large  expense, 
in  endeavors  to  procure  an  order  of  substitution  of  any  attor- 
ney able  and  willing  to  proceed  to  collect  ".said  sums  "  which 
plaintiffs  refused  and  neglected  to  do,  as  also  in  negotiating 
with  the  opposite  party  for  an  adjustment  of  the  claim ;  that,  for 
the  period  of  such  concealment  and  refusal  to  act,  they 
incurred  an  expense  for  services  of  George  Bliss,  Esq.,  as 
counsel,  of  $150,  and  the  services  of  Theodore  M.  Davis  in 
making  a  journey  to  Lyons,  in  Iowa,  to  negotiate  with  the 
adverse  party  for  a  settlement  of  the  matters  in  controversy 
and  his  "  expenses." 

This  counter-claim  of  the  defendants  is  based  upon  allega- 
tions and  claims  made  and  founded  on  plaintiffs'  neglect  of 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  55 

Bangs  agt.  Ocean  National  Bank. 

duty  ae  their  attorney,  in  failing  to  keep  them  advised  of  the 
proceedings  that  had  been  had  in  the  suit  between  them  and 
the  Bank  of  Lyons  of  Iowa,  and  for  such  expenses  as  they 
were  compelled  to  incur  in  prudential  action,-  consequent 
upon  the  plaintiffs'  refusal  to  proceed  in  the  action.  The 
particulars  of  this  charge  of  counsel's  fees  is  for  the  services 
of  such  counsel  in  continuing  an  endeavor  to  procure  the 
substitution  of  any  attorney  "  willing  and  able  to  proceed  and 
collect  said  sums."  An  exaction  by  the  court  of  any  further 
details  of  this  service  by  requiring  in  a  mere  pleading  a 
further  specification  of  what  services  such  counsel  rendered 
and  what  compensation  he  claimed  or  became  entitled  to,  or 
to  furnish  a  bill  of  particulars  of  such  services,  specifying  the 
character  of  the  same,  and  whether,  in  continuing  said 
endeavor  or  in  said  negotiation,  and  .when  and  where  such 
services  were  rendered,  and  what  compensation  said  counsel 
claims  or  is  entitled  to  for  such  services,  seems  hypercritical 
and  too  technical  and  refined  for  serious  consideration.  The 
object  of  a  bill  of  particulars  is  but  to  fairly  apprise  the  party 
calling  for  it  of  the  nature  of  the  claim  against  him,  and 
where,  as  in  this  case,  the  occasion  and  character  of  the  ser- 
vices of  counsel  is  fairly  pointed  out,  no  further  specification* 
should  be  exacted.  The  claim  is  plainly  disclosed  in  the 
present  case,  and  no  further  specification  is  necessary. 

As  to  the  counter-claim  for  the  services  rendered  by 
Theodore  M.  Davis,  alleged  to  have  necessarily  grown  out  of 
plaintiff's  neglect  of  duty  in  failing  to  apprise  their  clients 
of  4;he  condition  of  the  suit,  occasioning  his  employment  to 
travel  to  Iowa  and  there  negotiating  with  the  Bank  of  Lyons, 
and  incurring  expenses  in  so  doing,  the  motion  to  make  the 
pleading  of  such  counter-claim  more  definite  and  certain  in 
the  minute  particulars  stated  in  the  notice  of  motion,  is 
equally  excessively  exacting  as  a  statement  of  the  claim  by 
way  of  a  pleading.  As  such  it  is  quite  precise,  definite  and 
certain,  if  not  already  quite  too  elaborate,  and  much  more  so 
than  could  be  exacted  under  any  system  of  pleading,  either 
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previously  existing  or  introduced  by  the  Code.  The  rule,  as 
established  by  the  Code  of  184:8,  as  to  pleading,  only  required 
it  to  state  the  facts  in  ordinary  and  concise  language,  without 
repetition,  "Bnd  in  such  manner  as  to  enable  a  person  of 
common  understanding  to  know  what  was  intended." 

It  now,  by  the  amendment  of  1851,  only  requires  a  plain 
and  concise  statement  of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of 
action,  without  unnecessary  repetition.  The  spirit  and  intent 
of  the  original  enactment  has  not  been  changed,  and  all  avail- 
able rights  sought  for  by  the  motion  in  this  respect  is  rather 
the  subject  of  a  bill  of  particulars  than  of  any  requirement 
in  pleading  "  to  fnake  it  more  definite  and  certain." 

Motion  denied,  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Slater  agt.  Mead  et  al. 

Jury  —  VmUet^  vihm  tnU  be  Bet  aside. 

The  jury  retired  to  consider  their  verdict,  and  after  being  absent  for  a  long 
time  returned  into  court  and  reported  that  they  were  unable  to  agree, 
and  thereupon  they  were  further  instructed  by  the  court,  and  in  closing 
the  instructions  the  court  stalled  to  them  as  follows:  "  Tou  must  agree 
upon  a  yerdict;  I  cannot  discharge  you  until  you  agree  upon  a  verdicf 
The  jury  retired  and  very  soon  returned  into  court  and  rendered  their 
verdict  of  **  no  cause  of  action: " 

Held,  that  this  verdict  cannot  be  said  to  be  the  judgment  of  the  jury  acting 
without  constraint  and  in  the  discharge  of  their  obligations  to  render  a 
true  verdict  according  to  the  evidence,  and,  therefore,  ought  not  to 
stand. 

The  proper  mode  of  redress  in  such  case  is  by  motion  to  set  aside  the 
verdict. 

Wyoming  Special  Ternby  DeoembeTj  1876. 

MonoN  to  set  aside  verdict  The  action  was  tried  at  the 
Wyoming  circuit,  September,  1876,  and  a  verdict  of  no  cause 
of  action  was  rendered. 

The  grounds  upon  which  this  motion  is  made  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

A, «/.  Zarishy  for  motion. 

D,  B.  BackenMoeTy  opposed. 

Hendbbson,  J.  —  Excluding  from  consideration  the  affida- 
vits of  the  jurymen  read  upon  the  hearing,  it  appears  from 
Vol.  Lm  8 
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the  other  affidavits  read  that  the  jury  retired  to  consider  their 
verdict  and  were  absent  a  *'  long  time,"  when  they  returned 
into  court  and  reported  that  they  were  unable  to  agree,  and 
thereupon  they  were  further  instructed  by  the  court,  and  in 
closing  the  instructions  the  court  stated  to  them  as  follows : 
"  You  must  agree  upon  a  verdict ;  I  cannot  discharge  you 
until  you  agree  upon  a  verdict."  The  jury  then  retired  and 
very  soon  returned  into  court  and  rendered  their  verdict  of 
no  cause  of  action. 

This  motion  is  now  made  to  set  aside  the  verdict  on  the 
ground  that  the  foregoing  language  used  by  the  court  to  the 
jury  was  improper  to  be  addressed  to  titem,  as  tending  to 
constrain  them  in  their  deliberations,  and  to  bring  about  an 
agreement  from  other  motives  thaHi  such  as  arise  from  an 
unbiased  consideration  of  the  evidence. 

In  Green  agt.  Telfair  {11  How,,  260),  justice  Haeris  says, 
in  reference  to  language  addressed  by  the  court  to  the  jury 
very  similar  to  that  complained  of  in  this  case :  "  A  judge 
has  no  right  to  threaten  or  intimidate  a  jury  in  order  to  affect 
their  deliberations  ;  I  think  he  has  no  right  even  to  allude  to 
his  own  purposes,  as  to  the  length  of  time  they  are  to  be 
kept  together.  There  should  be  nothing  in  his  intercourse 
with  the  jury  having  the  least  appearance  of  duress  or  coer- 
cion. The  jury,  while  aU  proper  motives  to  induce  them  to 
agree  upon  a  common  result  may  be  repeatedly  and  earnestly 
urged  upon  them,  should  be  left  to  feel  that  they  act  with 
entire  freedom  in  their  deliberations ;  that,  should  they  con- 
tinue to  disagree,  they  are  not  to  be  exposed  to  unreasonable 
inconvenience,  nor  to  receive  the  animadversion  of  the  court." 

The  jury,  in  the  case  under  consideration, had  spent  along 
time  in  deliberating  upon  their  verdict  when  they  returned 
into  court,  and  were  told  by  the  judge  that  they  could  not  be 
discharged  until  they  agreed  upon  a  verdict ;  the  jury  again 
retired  and  very  soon  returned  and  rendered  their  verdict  of 
no  cause  of  action.  These  remarks  of  the  justice  presiding 
at  the  trial  were  such  as  would,  very  probably,  induce  the 
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jury  to  come  to  an  agreement  from  a  desire  to  escape  longer 
confinement.  No  matter  how  conscientious  the  individual 
juryman  may  have  been  in  the  consideration  of  the  evidence 
and  in  his  convictions  arising  therefrom,  he  was  not  to  be 
discharged  until  he  should  come  to  an  agreement  with  his 
associates.  After  having  been  so  instructed  by  the  court,  an 
almost  immediate  agreement  by  the  jury  upon  a  verdict 
followed.  This  verdict  cannot  be  said  to  be  the  judgment  of 
the  jury,  acting  without  constraint  and  in  the  discharge  of 
their  obligations  to  render  a  true  verdict  according  to  the 
evidence,  and  therefore  it  ought  tiot  to  stand. 

The  proper  mode  of  redress  is  by  motion  to  set  aside  the 
verdict  {Caldwell  agt.  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Co.^  4t7  N.  T,^ 
282). 

Let  an  order  be  entered  setting  aside  the  verdict. 
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K  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Anna   M.  Cushman   agt    Thb   Thaybb   MANUFAcruBma 

Jbwelby  Compant. 

CorporaUonB  —  aeUon  to  compel  a  tranrfer  of  stock. 

An  action  or  bill  in  equity  may  be  maintained  against  a  corporation,  on 
behalf  of  a  holder  of  its  stock,  to  compel  a  transfer  to  him  by  the  com- 
pany on  its  books. 

A  court  of  equity,  in  a  proper  case,  may  decree  the  transfers  of  shares  of 
stock  on  the  books  of  the  company. 

The  customary  action  by  a  party  injured  by  the  reflisal  of  a  corporation 
to  make  transfer  to  him,  is  an  action  at  law  for  damage  in  which  he 
is  entitled  to  recover  its  full  market  value. 

But  where  the  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation  have  no  market 
value  upon  which  an  assessment  of  damages  in  an  action  at  law  could 
be  based,  their  value  depending  upon  the  future  operations  of  the  com- 
pany, the  company  having  it  in  their  power  to  suspend  its  operations 
in  toto  so  as  to  make  the  stock  of  no  value,  and  thus  decrease  the  law 
damage  to  a  mere  trifle,  the  capital  stock  being  limited  and  not  easily, 
if  at  all,  procurable  in  the  market,  the  transfer  of  the  shares  owned  by 
plaintiff  being  effected  in  fraud  of  her  rights  by  her  husband  and  one 
Beales,  the  transferee,  and  made  on  the  books  of  the  company  by  the 
officers  of  the  company  in  bad  faith,  the  original  certificates  not  being 
produced  nor  properly  accounted  for,  and  the  transfer  being  made  to 
one  of  the  officers  of  the  company: 

Held,  that  the  equitable  power  of  the  court  may  be  invoked  and  the 
company  compelled  to  transfer  the  shares  of  stock  to  plaintiffs  on  their 
books. 

Special  Terrriy  Aprils  1877. 

AcrnoN  in  equity  to  compel  defendants  to  transfer  upon  the ' 
books  of  the  corporation  certain  stock  to  plaintiff,  and  to  issue 
new  certificates  for  the  same  stock  to  the  plaintiff. 
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Richard  C.  Elliott^  for  plaintiff. 

H.  F.  Anderson  and  Bobert  SefveU,  for  defendant. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J.  —  I  am  not  able  to  find  the  report  of  a 
case  in  which  a  conrt  of  equity  has  entertained  an  action  or 
bill  against  a  corporation,  on  behalf  of  a  holder  of  its  stock, 
to  compel  a  transfer  to  him  by  the  company  on  its  books ; 
bnt  it  is  equally  true  that  no  authority  against  such  an  action 
or  bill  can  be  cited.  The  customary  action  by  a  party  injured 
by  the  refusal  of  a  corporation  to  make  transfer  to  him,  is  an 
action  at  law  for  damage,  in  which  he  is  entitled  to  recover 
its  full  market  value.  The  leading  case  in  this  state  on  this 
subject  {Commercial  Bank  of  Buffalo  agt.  Kortrigkt^  22 
Wend^^  848)  established  the  right  to  maintain  the  action  for 
damages,  but  did  not  deny  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to 
entertain  a  suit  to  compel  the  transfer,  a  power  asserted  by 
the  chancellor  in  his  dissenting  opinion  in  that  case. 

The  numerous  cases  in  England  and  the  United  States  hold- 
ing that  the  owner  of  stock  has  no  right  to  the  remedy  by 
mandamus  to  compel  the  transfer,  because,  as  it  is  said,  in 
those  cases  he  has  a  complete  remedy  by  action  for  damages, 
do  not  affect  this  question,  except  as  showing  and  explaining 
the  reason  for  the  statement  by  the  several  judges  that  the 
action  for  damages  is  a  complete  remedy ;  that  is,  because 
with  his  damages  so  recovered,  being  the  market-price  of  the 
stock,  plaintiff  can  go  into  the  market  and  replace  the  shares 
{Shipley  agt.  Mechanic  BomJc^  10  J.  jS.,  484 ;  Rev.  agt.  BanJcj 
Daag.y  524).  This  is  said  also  to  be  the  reason  why  agree- 
ments to  sell  stock  will  not  be  enforced  in  equity,  by  the  vice- 
chancellor  in  Durymft  agt.  Albrecht  (12  Simons^  189) ;  but 
the  stock  spoken  of  was  three  per  cent,  or  "  stock  of  that 
description  which  is  always  to  be  had  by  any  person  who 
chooses  to  apply  for  it  in  the  market,'^  and  the  vice-chancellor 
decreed  specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  sell  certain 
shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  an  incorporated  railway  com- 
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pany,  which  he  distinguished  from  the  stock  above  referred 
to,  for  the  reason  that  the  shares  of  a  particular  company 
"  were  limited  in  number  and  not  always  to  be  had  in  the 
market."  This  distinction  has  not  been  observed  in  any 
American  case,  but  was  the  basis  of  the  decree  made  by  the 
vice-chancellor,  he  observing  that  '^  no  decision  had  been  pro- 
duced to  the  contrary,"  and  that  he  deemed  such  shares  a 
"  subject  with  respect  to  which  an  agreement  may  be  made 
which  the  court  of  chancery  will  enforce."  This  decision 
was  affirmed  by  the  chancellor.  The  same  distinction  was 
made  in  eflfect  in  Adderly  agt.  Dixon  (1  Simons  (Ss  Stuarij 
610),  an  action  to  compel  specific  performance  of  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  debts  in  bankruptcy.  The  decree  was  made, 
the  court  saying  that  while  specific  performance  of  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  stock  or  goods  would  not  be  decreed,  because 
damages  at  law  calculated  upon  the  market-price  of  the 
stock  or  goods  are  as  complete  a  remedy  for  the  purchaser  as 
the  delivery  of  the  thing  itself,  inasmuch  as  with  the  damages 
he  may  purchase  the  same  quantity  of  goods  or  stock,  yet,  in 
the  case  of  the  sale  of  debts,  upon  which  dividends  would 
be  made,  damages  at  law  could  not  accurately  represent  the 
value  of  the  future  dividends,  and  to  compel  this  purchaser 
to  take  such  damages  would  be  to  compel  him  to  sell  those 
dividends  at  a  conjectural  price. 

In  PoUoch  agt.  National  Bank  (7  N.  ?.,  274)  a  decree 
was  made  compelling  the  bank  to  issue  new  certificates  of 
stock  where  the  original  certificates  had  been  given  up  to  the 
bank  and  destroyed,  and  the  shares  transferred  on  its  books 
by  virtue  of  a  forged  power  of  attorney ;  the  decree  provided 
that  if  the  bank  had  no  stock  to  issue,  judgment  for  the  value 
of  the  shares  should  be  entered.  All  the  objections  which 
could  be  urged  against  a  decree  to  compel  transfer  on  the 
books  were  urged  against  such  decree,  to  compel  the  issue  of 
new  certificates,  by  the  learned  judge  who  wrote  the  dissent- 
ing opinion  in  that  case,  but  he  stood  alone  in  his  position  as 
to  the  proper  remedy  in  the  case. 
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We  have  authority,  therefore,  for  the  following  proposi- 
tions :  That,  as  between  vendor  and  vendee  of  shares  of 
stock  in  incorporated  companies  which  shares  are  not  to  be 
easily  had  in  the  market  owing  to  the  limited  stock  of  the 
company,  or  which  have  no  market  value  and  depend  upon 
the  future  dividends  for  any  value  they  may  possess,  such 
shares  are  a  subject  with  respect  to  which  an  action  in  equity 
for  specific  performance  may  be  maintained  {Duncruft  agt. 
Albreckij  9upra;  see  also  Aderly  agt.  Dixon^  id,).  And  that 
as  between  the  owner  of  shares  and  the  company  resisting  his 
claim  as  stockholder  and  setting  up  the  claims  of  another  as 
such  owner,  a  decree  in  equity  for  the  issue  of  new  certificates 
may  be  had  where  the  original  certificates  were  wrongfully 
surrendered  and  thereafter  destroyed  in  good  faith  by  the 
bank,  and  certificates  issued  and  transfer  made  to  such  other 
party  {PoUock  agt.  National  Banky  supra). 

With  this  exercise  of  equitable  power  over  such  subject- 
matter  before  us,  it  seems  not  difficult  to  hold  that  in  a  proper 
case  transfer  of  shares  on  the  books  of  the  company  may  be 
decreed. 

I  regard  this  as  a  proper  case  for  the  following  reasons : 
The  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  defendant,  the  Thayer 
Manufacturing  Jewelry  Company,  have  no  market  value 
upon  which  an  assessment  of  damages  in  an  action  at  law 
could  be  based ;  their  value  depends  upon  the  future  opera- 
tions of  the  company,  and  if  plaintiff  were  remitted  to  her 
action  at  law  damages,  thp  officers  of  the  company  have  it  in 
their  power  to  suspend  its  operations  m  toto^  so. as  to  make 
the  stock  apparently  of  no  value,  and  thus  decrease  the  dam- 
ages to  a  mere  trifle.  The  capital  stock  is  limited  and  not 
easily,  if  at  all,  procurable  in  the  market.  The  transfer  of 
the  shares  owned  by  plaintiff  was  effected  in  fraud  of  her 
rights  by  her  husband  and  Mr.  Beales,  the  transferee,  and 
made  on  the  books  of  the  company  by  the  officers  of  the 
company  in  bad  faith,  the  original  certificates  not  being  pro- 
duced nor  properly  accounted  for,  and  the  transfer  being 
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made  to  one  of  the  officers  of  the  company.  It  is  the  duty 
of  the  company  to  resist  the  transfer  on  its  books  without 
production  and  surrender  of  the  outstanding  certificates^  or 
proof  of  loss  or  destruction^  and  proof  that  the  real  owner 
has  applied  for  a  new  certificate  (Smith  agt.  The  American 
Coal  Co.^i  7  Lansing^  321). 

The  defendant  having  waived  on  the  trial  all  objection  to 
the  action  or  the  relief  demanded  based  on  the  tact  that  the 
transferee,  Mr.  Beales,  was  not  a  party  to  the  action,  the 
plaintiff  may  have  the  judgment  demanded  in  the  complaint, 
with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Mary  C.  Keteltas  agt.  Eugene  M.  Keteltas  and  Henry 
W.  Clark,  as  executors  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
William  A.  Keteltas,  and  others. 

WiU — Action  to  obtain  constiniction  of, 

A  widow  can  maintain  an  action  to  obtain  a  construction  of  her  hus- 
band's will. 

New  York  Special  Term^  Marck^  1877. 

In  February,  1873,  the  testator  made  his  last  will  and  tes- 
tament, and,  after  providing  for  certain  legacies,  he  directed 
his  executors  to  pay  and  divide  the  residue  of  his  estate  as 
mentioned  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  On  the  24th  of 
October,  1875,  the  plaintiff  and  deceased  were  married.  The 
testator  died  in  January,  1876,  leaving  real  property  of  the 
value  of  $100,000,  and  $150,000  in  personal  estate.  The 
executors  claim  that,  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  the  plaintiflF, 
his  widow,  is  not  entitled  to  any  share  in  the  personalty. 
She  instituted  this  action  for  a  construction  of  the  will.  The 
defendants  demurred  on  the  ground  that  the  complaint  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

S.  P.  Nashy  for  defendants,  in  support  of  demurrer,  cited 
Chipman  agt.  Montgomery  (63  N,  Y.  R,j  221);  Bailey  agt. 
Briggs  (56  id.,  407). 

C  Bairibridge  Smithy  for  plaintiff,  opposing,  cited  Cotton 
agt.  Cotton  (2  Beaven^  67) ;  Bowers  agt.  Smith  (10  Paige^ 
Vol.  LIII.  9 
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190) ;  Bailey  agt.  Briggs  (56  iT.  T.  R.,  407) ;  Kiah  agt. 
Grenier  (1  iV^.  T.  S.  C,  388  ;  affirmed,  56  iT.  F.  5.,  220) ; 
Stagg  agt.  Jackson  (1  irf.,  206) ;  Man/nice  agt.  Mannice  (43 
trf.,  304) ;  FaZw;(?r<A  agt.  JTimrfy  (24  iTot^?.  Pr.,  353). 

Van  Brunt,  «/I  —  This  is  an  action  brought  to  obtain  the 
construction  of  the  will  of  William  A.  Keteltas,  deceased, 
which  will  was  executed  on  the  10th  of  Februry,  1873.  On 
the  24th  of  October,  1875,  the  complaint  alleges  that  the 
plaintiff  and  the  deceased  were  married. 

By  the  ninth  clause  of  his  will  the  testator  directed  his 
executore,  after  the  payment  of  certain  legacies,  to  apportion, 
divide  and  pay  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  his  estate 
to,  between  and  among  his  next  of  kin,  according  to  the  stat- 
ute of  the  state  of  New  York  now  in  force  concerning  the 
distribution  of  personal  estate  of  intestates,  in  like  manner 
as  though  he  had  died  intestate. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  is  filed  to  have  the  court 
determine  as  to  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff,  as  such  widow, 
is  entitled  to  any  portion  of  the  residuary  estate.  The  defend- 
ants demur,  upon  the  ground  that  the  complaint  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  It  is  urged, 
upon  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  actions  for  the  construc- 
tion of  wills  can  only  be  maintained  by  trustees  and  persons 
occupying  a  similar  position,  and  cites,  as  authorities  for  this 
position,  the  cases  of  Chipman  agt.  Montgomery  (63  N.  T. 
y?.,  221),  and  BaUey  agt.  Briggs  (56  N.  T.  B.,  407).  These 
cases,  it  seems  to  me,  fail  to  establish  the  position  claimed  by 
the  defendants.  They  expressly  recognize  the  right  of  a 
cestui  que  trust  or  person  interested  in  a  will  to  move  the 
court,  as  well  as  an  executor  or  trustee,  for  a  construction  of 
A  doubtful  or  disputed  clause  in  a  will.  If  the  plaintiff  is 
interested  under  the  will  she,  therefore,  has  a  right  to  main- 
tain this  action.  It  is  true  that  the  whole  question  as  to  her 
right  under  the  will  might  have  been  presented  upon  the 
demurrer,  but  as  those  questions  were  not  argued  I  shall  not 
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discuss  them ;  but  I  raust  dispose  of  the  demurrer,  assuming 
that  the  plaintiff  is  interested  under  the  will. 

*I  think  the  -authorities  cited  clearly  show  that  the  right  to 
maintain  an  action  for  the  construction  of  a  will  is  not  con- 
fined to  executors  or  trustees,  but  extends  to  every  person 
having  an  interest  under  the  wilL  The  case  of  Chipman  agt. 
Montgomery^  upon  this  point,  only  decides  that  an  action  can- 
not be  maintained  for  a  construction  of  a  will  by  parties 
claiming  in  hostility  to  it. 

The  demurrer  must  be  oyerruled  and  defendants  have  leave 
to  answer  upon  payment  of  costs. 
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Ckmtract  to  buUd  setters  —  right  of  cUy  to  retain  money  as  a  penaUy  for  fail- 
'  ure  to  complete  within  time  specified — Ansfcer —  Counter-daim. 

In  a  contract  with  the  city  for  the  building  of  sewers,  it  was  provided 
that  the  contractors  should  satisfy  all  liens  for  work  or  materials,  filed 
with  the  commissioner  of  public  works  (the  contracting  department), 
before  or  within  ten  days  af tei*  the  completion  of  the  work,  otherwise 
the  city  should  be  entitled  to  retain  or  deduct  such  sum  from  the  con- 
tract-price. The  only  notice  of  lien  filed  was  left  with  the  finance 
department,  some  six  months  after  the  work  was  completed: 

Held^  that  the  lien  not  having  been  filed  in  the  proper  department  within 
the  proper  time,  the  city  had  no  right  to  deduct  or  retain  the  amount  of 
the  same. 

The  contractors  were  required,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  to  complete 
the  work  within  ninety  days  after  the  day  the  commissioner  should 
designate  for  commencing  it,  andUn  case  of  default  the  city  was  entitled 
to  deduct  from  the  contract-price  the  sum  paid  for  inspectors*  wages  for 
each  and  every  day  the  aggregate  time  of  all  the  inspectors  on  the  work 
appointed  by  the  commissioner  might  exceed  the  stipulated  time  for  its 
completion.  The  contract  provided  that  the  contractors  should  com- 
mence the  work  on  such  day  as  the  commissioner  should  designate. 
No  notice  or  designation  of  a  day  for  the  commencement  of  the  work 
was  ever  given  to  the  contractor  by  the  commissioner,  but  the  con- 
tractors, after  applying  to  the  commissioner  for  such  designation  and 
receiving  no  orders,  began  the  work  at  their  own  risk  on  June  8,  1871 : 

J3«W,  that  the  date  for  fixing  the  period  of  time  from  which  the  ninety 
days  were  to  be  computed  was  the  day  of  the  actual  commencement  of 
the  work.  The  mere  placing  of  an  inspector  at  some  particular  point 
of  the  street  where  the  work  was  to  be  pei-formed,  was  not  the  notice 
intended  by  the  provision  of  the  contract. 

Where  a  plaintiff  does  not  reply  to  an  answer  setting  up  counter-claims, 
it  is  an  admission  that  they  were  due  and  owing  by  plaintifi",  and  the 
defendant  may  avail  himself  of  such  admission. 
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But  the  defendant  waives  this  advantage  if  he  goes  into  proof  of  the 
counter-claim,  and  by  such  proof  shows  that  it  could  not  properly  have 
been  set  off  against  plaintiff's  demand. 

General  Term^  November^  1874. 

The  plaintiflT,  as  ^signee,  brought  this  action  to  recover 
from  the  defendants  the  balance  due  on  a  contract  to  build 
certain  sewers  in  the  city  of  New  York  executed  by  his 
assignors,  Messrs.  Allen  and  Henry,  and  the  defendants. 
The  contract  and  the  right  to  receive  the  money  due  and  to 
grow  due  thereunder  was  assigned  by  the  contractors  to  the 
plaintiflF  October  2,  1871,  and  the  commissioner  of  public 
works,  on  notice,  approved  and  allowed  such  assignment. 
The  defendants,  by  their  answer,  admit  that  something  is  due 
the  plaintiff,  but  refuse  to  pay  the  sum  claimed  by  him 
because:  First.  The  contractors  did  not  complete  the  work 
withiu  the  limit  of  ninety  days,  the  time  fixed  by  the  contract, 
and  the  city  had  paid  to  inspectors  for  inspecting  the  work, 
atler  the  expiration  of  the  ninety  days,  the  sum  of  $1,288. 
JSecond.  That  they  were  entitled  to  retain  until  June  9th, 
1872,  the  sum  of  $435.60  as  security  for  tlie  relaying  of  pave- 
ment. Third.  That  the  contractors  owed  the  city  for  sewer 
pipes,  sold  them  by  the  department  of  public  works,  the  sum 
of  $1,351.70.  Fourth.  That  certain  material-men  had  filed 
liens  against  the  contractors  in  the  sum  of  $335.  The  plain- 
tiffs claimed  the  right  to  recover  $5,498.72.  The  defendants 
claimed  the  right  to  retain  these  several  sums,  amounting  to 
$3,410.36,  leaving  admitted  a  balance  due  of  $2,088.42.  On 
the  trial  it  appeared  that  there  was  no  pavement  laid  in  the 
street  and  the  defendants  withdrew  their  claim  to  the  sum  of 
$435.60  as  security  for  relaying  the  pavement.  The  plaintiff 
admitted  the  right  of  the  defendants  to  retain  $1,351.70,  the 
price  of  sewer  pipes  fumished  by  the  department  of  public 
works.  The  case  was  thus  narrowed  down  to  the  question 
whether  the  defendants  had  a  right  to  retain  $1,288  for 
"excess  of  inspection "  and  $335  claimed  to   be  covered  by 
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lieDS  filed.  The  referee  found  that  the  city  had  not  the  right 
to  retain  the  money,  and  repo^d  that  the  sum  of  $4,807.31 
was  due  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants  appeal. 

EUiot  Sandfordj  for  respondent. 

I.  As  to  the  right  to  retain  $335.  The  contract  required 
the  contractors  to  satisfy  all  liens  for  work  or  materials  filed 
with  the  commissioner  of  public  works,  the  contracting 
department,  before  or  within  ten  days  after  the  completion 
of  their  work.  In  this  case  no  notice  of  lien  was  shown  to 
have  been  filed  with  the  contracting  department,  the  depart- 
ment of  public  works.  The  only  notice  of  lien  filed  was  left 
with  the  comptroller  in  the  finance  department,  and  that  was 
filed  six  months  after  the  work  was  completed.  The  liens 
not  having  been  filed  in  the  proper  department  within  the 
proper  time,  the  defendants  have  no  right  to  retain  the  sum 
of  $335.  This  claim  did  not  exist  against  the  assignors  at 
the  time  when  the  assignment  to  the  plaintiff  was  made, 
October  2,  1871,  and  cannot  now  be  made  the  subject  of  a 
counter-claim  against  the  plaintiff  on  the  record  {Code^  sec. 
150 ;  Martin  agt.  KunsmuUer,  37  iT.  JT.,  396). 

II.  As  to  the  right  claimed  by  the  defendants  to  retain 
$1,288  alleged  to  have  been  paid  by  them  to  certain  inspect- 
ors. The  proposals  for  contracts  contained  a  notice  that 
bidders  are  specially  notified  that  the  commissioner  of  public 
works  reserves  the  right  to  determine  the  place  and  time  for 
commencing  the  work.  And  the  contract  contained  a  provi- 
sion that  the  work  should  be  prosecuted  at  such  time  as  the 
commissioner  should  direct ;  also  that  the  contractors  should 
commence  the  work  on  such  day  as  the  said  commissioner 
should  designate,  and  should  complete  the  same  on  or  before 
the  expiration  of  ninety  days,  next  thereafter.  The  evidence 
of  both  contractors  was  presented  on  the  trial  that  the  com- 
missioner never  gave  them  any  notice  fixing  the  day  on  which 
work  should  be  commenced,  although  application  was  twice 
made  in  writing  therefor.    They  never  had  any  notice  from 
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any  one,  and  work  was  actually  commenced  without  notice. 
The  contract  contained  also  a  clause  by  which  the  contractors 
agreed  that  the  defendants  might  retain,  as  a  penalty  for  the 
non-completion  of  the  work  within  the  stipulated  time,  the 
sum  paid  for  inspectors'  wages  at  the  rate  of  four  dollars  per 
day.  No  time  to  begin  the  work  ever  having  been  fixed  by 
the  commissioner  of  public  works,  the  stipulated  time  never 
began  to  run,  and  the  contractors  were  quasi  trespassers  until 
their  work  was  accepted  by  the  city.  The  right  to  retain 
money  as  a  {Penalty  should  be  clear  and  strictly  construed  and 
beyond  a  doubt.  When  one  who  contracts  to  have  work 
done  for  him  omits  to  do  something  on  his  part  which  is 
essential  before  the  work  can  be  begun,  and  by  which  tlie 
other  party  is  delayed,  the  strict  condition  in  respect  to  time 
is  waived  {Green  agt.  Haines j  1  Hilton^  254;  Fleming  agt. 
Gilbert^  8  Johns.  .^  531 ;  Shute  agt.  Hamilton^  3  Daly^  466; 
Holmes  agt.  Graffs  S  M.  <&  FT.,  380).  The  contractors  were 
also  delayed  by  the  failure  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to 
pay  ten  per  cent  on  the  value  of  such  work  done,  in  monthly 
installments,  due  under  the  contract.  The  first  payment  was 
not  made  till  June,  1872,  although  due  and  demanded  in 
September,  1871.  The  defendants  claim  that  the  commis- 
sioner of  public  works  had  the  right  to  appoint,  and  appointed, 
three  inspectors,  and  that  their  appointments,  of  which  no 
notice  was  given  to  the  contractors,  was  a  designation  of  the 
time  when  the  work  should  be  commenced  by  them.  In  fact 
the  contract  bears  date  May  23,  1871,  and.  two  inspectors 
were  appointed  by  Wm.  M.  Tweed,  then  commissioner,  on 
that  very  day,  and  a  third  six  days  later.  And  while  the  con- 
tractors were  seeking  permission  to  commence  their  work 
in8pectoi*s  w^re  already  on  the  street  earning  each  his  four 
dollars  per  day.  This  was  not  an  unfrequent  thing  in  those 
days,  and  most  contractors  sufiered  it  without  resistance. 
Thns  the  alleged  right  to  retain  money  paid  for  excess  of 
inspection  arose.  There  was  no  proof  presented  before  the 
referee  that  the  defendants  had  paid,  or,  were  liable  to  pay, 
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$1,288  as  inspectors'  wages.  A  bill  for  services  was  offeied 
in  evidence,  with  an  aflSdavit  annexed,  dated  November, 
1871,  and  exception  was  taken  to  this  as  not  the  best  evi- 
dence. This  was  the  only  proof  presented  on  this  point.  It 
was  shown  that  these  inspectors  were  not  present  every  day 
on  the  work,  and  that  Mr.  Van  Nort,  commissioner  of  public 
works,  when  the  sewer  was  completed  and  accepted  by  the 
city,  was  informed  that  payment  to  the  inspectors  should  be 
disallowed. 

III.  After  all  the  testimony  had  been  taken  the  defend 
ants'  attorney  requested  the  referee  to  hold  that  the  second, 
third,  fourth  and  fifth  paragraphs  of  the  answer  contained 
new  matter  constituting  counter-claims,  and  that  as  no  reply 
had  been  made  these  counter-claims  had  been  admitted.  This 
the  referee  refused.  The  answer  did  not  expressly  state  that 
the  facts  were  set  up  by  way  of  counter-claim,  and  u  ilefes  this 
is  done  they  will  be  deemed  to  be  defenses  and  not  counter- 
claims {Bmrall  agt.  De  Groot^  5  Duer^  382).  The  defend- 
ants' answer  merely  alleges  matter  which,  if  true,  shows 
that  the  i>laintiff  never  had  a  cause  of  action  against  them  to 
the  amount  claimed  in  the  complaint,  and  it  contains  no 
demand  for  affirmative  relief  (2  IIow.^  310).  No  reply  was 
necessary  in  this  case  (22  Ilow.y  290;  8  irf.,  122;  id.^  146). 
When  the  plaintiff'  does  not  reply  and  may  be  deemed  to 
admit  a  counter-claim  the  defendant  waives  this  advantage 
if  he  goes  into  proof  of  the  counter-claim,  and  by  such  proof 
shows  that  it  could  not  properly  have  been  set  off  against 
plaintiff's  demand  {Campbell  agt.  Genet^  2  TlilL^  295).  The 
alleged  counter-claim  must  be  one  existing  in  favor  of  a 
defendant  against  the  plaintiff  on  the  record  {Oode^  sec,  150 ; 
Gleason  agt.  Moeriy  2  Duer^  639 ;  Vassaer  agt.  Livingston^ 
13  N,  r.,  248;  Caryl  agt.  Williams,  7  Lans,,  418). 

•IV.  At  the  time  the  assignment  was  made  to  the  plaintiff, 
October  22,  1871,  these  alleged  counter-claims  did  not  exist, 
and  until  a  demand  becomes  mature  it  may  be  defeated  b;y 
the  assignment  of  the  claim  (  Watt  agt.  The  Mayor,  1  Rand- 
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ford,  23 ;  Myeri  agt.  Davis,  22  N,  Y.,  489).  The  report 
of  tlie  referee  is  presumptively  correct.  It  is  nssumed  to  be 
right  and  to  be  founded  upon  proof,  and  will  not  be  disturbed, 
except  when  clearly  against  evidence  (27  How.,  1 ;  2  Sweeny, 
C05 ;  35  Barb.,  602 ;  44  Hf.  T.,  601).  The  judgment  below 
should  be  affirmed. 

E.  Delafidd  Smith,  for  appellants. 

I.  Pai*agraphs  2  and  5  of  defendants'  answer  were  counter- 
claims within  the  meaning  of  the  Code,  and  no  reply  having 
been  interposed  by  the  plaintiff  they  should  have  been  taken 
as  true,  {a.)  No  particular  form  of  words  is  necessary  to 
make  a  pleading  a  counter-claim.  It  is  sufficient  if  the 
defendant  intimates,  in  reasonable  language,  that  he  intends 
to  make  a  personal  claim  in  his  own  favor  against  the  plain- 
tiff {Bates  agt.  Rosekrans,  37  N.  T.,  409).  (J.)  The  counter- 
claim  of  the  Code  includes  both  set-off  and  recoupment,  and 
is  broader  and  more  comprehensive  than  either  ( Vassear  agt. 
Zivingston,  13  //.  Y.,  248 ;  Cliiiton  agt.  Eddy,  1  Lans., 
61 ;  Xenia  Bank  agt.  Lee,  2  Bo»w.,  694 ;  Leavenwork  agt. 
Packer,  52  Barb.,  132 ;  Paitison  agt.  Ridhards,  22  Barb., 
143  ;  Lemon  agt.  Trull,  16  Ilow.,  576).  (c.)  This  is  a  case 
of  recoupment  {Nichols  agt.  Dusenbury,  2  N.  Y.,  286 ; 
Baiterman  agt.  Pierce,  3  IliU,  171 ;  McAllister  agt.  Reah., 
4  VTend.,  483  ;  Still  agt.  Hall,  20  id.,  61 ;  Ims  et  al.  agt.  Van 
Epps  et  al.,  22  Wend.,  155,  opinion  by  Cowen,  J.),  {d.) 
This  claim  existed,  at  the  time  this  action  was  commenced, 
in  favor  of  the  defendants  a.id  against  the  plaintiff.  The 
contract  authorizes  the  parties  of  the  first  part  to  deduct  from 
the  moneys  to  grow  due  thereunder  any  excess  of  inspection 
paid  by  them.  Paragraph  2  of  the  answer  not  only  states 
that  $1,288  was  paid  to  inspectors,  but  it  alleges  that  defend 
ants  are  entitled  to  deduct  and  retain  this  amount  from  the 
$5,498.72,  for  which  the  plaintiff  brings  his  action.  In  other 
words  defendants  seek  to  recoup  this  amount.  The  allega- 
tions in  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the  answer  are  similar' in  form. 
Vol.  LIII  10 
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II.  The  referee  erred  iu  finding  as  a  conclusion  of  law  that 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  $4,147^  with  interest  from 
the  9th  day  of  December,  1871.  (a.)  The  contract  provides 
for  the  building  of  three  sewers.  It  farther  provides  that  the 
commissioner  of  public  works  reserves  the  right  to  determine 
the  time  and  places  for  commencing  and  prosecuting  the 
work.  Another  provision  authorizes  the  commissioner  to 
determine  the  number  of  inspectors  to  be  placed  upon  the 
work,  and  goes  on  to  say  that  ^^  the  aggregate  time  of  all  the 
inspectors  so  employed,  will  be  the  time  with  which  the  time 
stipulated  for  the  completion  of  the  work  under  this  agree- 
ment will  be  compared.  The  inspectors  will  be  paid  each  at 
the  rate  of  four  dollai*s  a  d^y."  Plaintiff  or  his  assignors 
were  allowed  ninety  days  in  which  to  complete  the  work. 
Ten  days  were  subsequently  allowed  for  extra  work,  making 
in  all  100  days.  There  was  an  excess  of  322  days.  By  the 
t^rms  of  the  contract  the  commissioner  was  authorized  to 
deduct  and  retain  out  of  the  moneys  to  grow  due  on  the  con- 
tract the  sum  paid  for  inspectors'  wages  for  each  and  ^s^r^j 
day  the  aggregate  time  of  all  the  inspectors  employed  upon 
said  work  might  exceed  the  said  stipulated  time  for  its  com- 
pletion. See,  also,  the  same  provisions.  (J.)  Mr.  Towle, 
defendants'  engineer,  in  charge  of  the  department  of  sewers, 
testifies  as  follows :  First.  That  three  inspectors  were  placed 
on  the  work,  one  for  each  separate  sewer.  Two  were  placed 
on  the  work  on  the  day,  or  about  the  day,  of  the  execution 
of  contract,  and  the  third  a  few  days  afterwards.  Second.  The 
commissioner  of  public  works  designated  generally  that  the 
work  should  begin  on  signing  of  contract,  and  as  soon  there- 
after as  inspectors  were  appointed.  The  days  upon  which 
inspectors  were  placed  upon  the  different  sections  of  this 
work  were,  respectively,  the  days  designated  by  the  commis- 
sioner for  the  contractor  to  begin  work.  Third.  The  time  of 
inspectors  on  the  sewers  in  question,  as  shown  by  the  records 
of  the  department  of  public  works,  exceed  the  time  stipu- 
lated for  by  the  contract,  322  days.    Fourth.  The  commissioner 
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of  public  works  bases  his  knowledge  of  the  number  of  days 
charged  for  by  inspectors  upon  the  sworn  statements  of  each 
inspector,  monthly,  of  the  number  of  days  he  is  at  work. 
Fifth.  The  inspectors'  bills  show  an  excess  of  inspection  of 
322  days. 

III.  The  exception  to  the  referee's  ruling  on  the  admission 
of  the  question  at  folio  72  was  well  taken.  Question.  '^  Is  it 
customary,  in  jobs  of  this  nature,  to  give  contractors  any 
further  notice  to  commence  work  than  is  given  by  placing 
the  inspectors  ou  the  work  ?"  {a.)  It  was  competent  to  show 
by  the  witness,  Mr.  Towle,  the  general  custom  in  the  depart- 
ment (  Wadsworth  agt.  Alcotty  6  N,  J".,  72,  opinion^  Paigb, 
J. ;  Hinion  agt.  Locke^  5  HiUy  437,  opinion^  Beonson,  J.  / 
Goodrich  agt.  Ogden^  4  id,y  104;  Da/wson  agt.  KetUe^ 
id.^  167 ;  Smith  agt.  Wilsfm,  3  JSar^i.  dk  Adol.^  728 ; 
Cooper  agt.  Eane^  19  Wend,^  384;  Sewall  agt.  Gibbsj  1 
Sally  602 ;  Whitnel  agt.  Oratham,  6  T.  R.,  398).  In  this 
case  Lord  Ebkton  says :  '^  Evidence  of  usage  is  admissible  to 
expound  a  private  deed  as  well  as  the  king's  charter." 
{Rvrshforth  agt.  Hadjield  et  al.^  6  Easty  619 ;  Kirkmcm  agt. 
ShawcrosSy  6  T,  -ff .,  14 ;  PhiUipa  ofi  Evidence^  vol.  2,  pp. 
336  to  850).  (J.)  The  contract  provides  as  follows:  "The 
said  parties  of  the  first  part  hereby  further  agree  that  they 
will  commence  the  aforesaid  work  on  such  day  as  said  com- 
missioner may  designate."  *  *  *  If,  then,  the  placing 
of  inspectors  on  the  work  was  the  usual  mode  of  designating 
when  it  should  begin,  the  referee  should  have  allowed  the 
question,  {c.)  The  contractors  actually  commenced  the  work 
without  any  written  or  verbal  instructions  from  the  commis- 
sioner.    The  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J". — The  defendants'  counter-claim  for  sewer 
pipe  furnished  plaintiff  in  the  construction  of  the  sewer  was 
admitted  and  allowed  on  the  trial  and  deducted  from  plain- 
tiffs claim  and  judgment  given  for  the  balance.  Two  other 
counter-claims,  one  for  liei^s  filed  by  persons  furnishing  mate- 
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rials  to  the  contractors,  and  one  for  the  moneys  retained  as 
security  for  repairing,  were  not  allowed  by  the  referee,  for  the 
reason,  it  is  presumed,  that  they  were  not  proven.  No  reply 
was  ever  served  by  plaintiff  to  the  defendant's  answer  set- 
ting up  those  counter-claims.  This  was  an  admission  that 
they  were  due  and  owing  by  plaintiff,  and  defendants  might 
have  availed  themselves  of  such  admission ;  they  did  not,  but 
offered  on  the  trial  proof  in  support  of  each  item  of  set-off 
or  recoupment.  If  they  failed  to  support  their  claims  by 
the  proof  offered  they  lose  the  benefit  of  the  admission 
{Campbell  agt.  Gmiety  2  Ilill,  295). 

The  rule  laid  down  in  that  case  is  a  reasonable  one.  If 
defendants  intend  to  rely  upon  the  admission  made  by  the 
faihire  to  serve  a  reply,  they  should  rest  upon  it  at  the 
trial,  and  plaintiff  having  notice  of  their  intention  may.  then 
apply  to  the  court  for  leave  to  serve  a  reply,  which  leave  the 
court  has  power  to  grant.  But  if  they  waive  the  admission 
and  go  into  proof  of  their  counter-claim,  it  seems  only  just 
to  give  such  judgment  as  the  proof  may  warrant.  A  perusal 
of  the  case  satisfies  me  that  the  referee  did  not  err  in  reject- 
ing those  two  counter-claims. 

I.  The  contract  with  the  city  provided,  that  the  contractors 
were  to  furnish  the  commissioners  of  public  works  with  satis- 
factory evidence,  that  all  persons  who  give  said  commis- 
sioners before  or  within  ten  days  after  the  completion  of  the 
work  written  notice,  that  a  balance  for  work  or  material  or 
compensation  for  injury  or  damage  is  due  and  unpaid,  have 
been  fully  paid  or  secured  therefor. 

There  is  no  proof  whatever  that  the  alleged  claimants,  Cal- 
well  and  Hogan,  ever  gave  such  notice  to  the  commissioner, 
but  on  the  contrary,  the  proof  shows  that  such  notices  of  lien 
were  filed  with  the  finance  department,  and  not  filed  there 
until  some  months  after  the  completion  of  the  contract. 

II.  There  is  no  proof  that  the  city  was  compelled  to  repair 
the  pavement  of  the  street,  nor  that  they  had  any  right  to 
retain  beyond  June  9,  1872,  the  time  specified  in  the  con- 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  77 

Randolph  agt.  Mayor,  &c. ,  of  New  York. 

tract,  the  sum  of  $435.60,  which  they  kept  back  pursuant 
to  its  terms  as  security  for  the  proper  relaying  of  the  pave- 
ment. 

The  referee  erred,  liowever,  in  rejecting  the  other  coutiter- 
claim  of  defendants,  viz.,  moneys  paid  out  for  inspectors' 
fees,  the  contractors  having  failed  to  complete  the  work 
within  the  time  specified  in  the  contract.  I  do  not  consider 
that  defendants  are  entitled  to  the  full  amount  claimed  by 
them,  because  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  charge  should  be 
made  for  inspectors'  pay  before  the  date  of  the  actual  com- 
mencement of  the  work.  The  contractors  were  required  by 
the  terms  of  the  contract  to  complete  the  work  within  ninety 
days  after  the  day  the  commissioner  of  public  works  should 
designate  for  commencing  it,  and  in  case  of  default  the  city 
was  to  deduct  from  the  contract  price  the  sum  paid  for 
inspectors'  wages,  for  each  and  every  day  the  aggregate  time 
of  all  the  inspectors  on  the  work  appointed  by  the  commis- 
sioner of  public  works  might  exceed  the  stipulated  time  for 
its  completion.  No  notice  was  ever  given  to  the  contractors 
by  the  commissioner  to  commence  the  work,  and  no  day  was 
designated  by  him  for  that  purpose.  The  contractors  applied 
to  the  commissioner  for  such  designation,  but  received  no 
orders.  They  began  the  work  at  their  own  risk,  on  June  8, 
1871,  sixteen  days  after  the  contract  was  signed.  They  com- 
pleted it  in  174  days,  which,  deducting  Sundays  and  holidays, 
and  ten  days  extra  time,  all  of  which  were  allowed  them, 
made  about  137  days  altogether,  or  forty-seven  days  beyond 
the  time  fixed  by  the  contract.  As  no  time  was  desig- 
nated by  the  commissioner  for  commencing  the  work,  there 
can  be  no  other  data  for  fixing  the  period  of  time  from  which 
the  ninety  days  were  to  be  computed,  except  the  day  of  the 
actual  commencement  of  the  work,  but  an  effort  was  made 
by  defendants  to  show  a  designation  of  an  earlier  date. 

A  witness  for  defendants,  Stevenson  Fowler,  testified 
that  he  was  engineer  in  charge  of  the  sewer  department  of 
tlie  public  works;  that  an  inspector  was  appointed  by  an 
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appointment  in  writing,  filed  in  the  department  of  public 
works,  and  was  placed  on  the  work  the  same  day  that  the 
contract  was  executed,  and  that  that  was  the  designation  by 
the  commissioner  of  public  works  of  the  time  of  commence- 
ment of  the  work  and  that  there  was  no  other  designation 
except  that.  He  was  asked  if  it  were  custojnary,  in  jobs  of 
this  nature,  to  give  contractors  any  farther  notice  to  com- 
mence work  than  by  placing  inspectors  on  the  work.  This 
was  objected  to  by  plaintifb  and  ruled  out  by  the  referee, 
to  which  defendants  excepted.  I  do  not  think  the  question 
was  proper.  The  contract  dated  May  23,  1871,  provided 
that  the  contractors  should  commence  the  work  on  such  day 
as  the  commissioner  should  designate;  that  it  was  to  be 
prosecuted  at  such  times,  and  in  such  parts  of  the  street  on 
the  line  of  the  work,  and  with  such  force  as  the  commis- 
sioner might  from  time  to  time  during  the  progress  of  the 
work  determine,  at  each  of  which  points  an  inspector  would 
be  placed  to  supervise  the  same ;  that  the  aggregate  time  of 
all  the  inspectors  so  employed,  would  be  the  time  with  which 
the  time  stipulated  for  the  completion  of  the  work  would 
be  compared.  These  provisions  indicate  clearly  that  the 
day  for  the  commencement  of  the  work  is  to  be  fixed  by 
some  notice  to  the  contractor,  other  than  the  placing  of  an 
inspector  at  some  particular  point  of  the  street  where  the 
work  is  to  be  performed.  An  inspector  of  the  work  can 
hardly  be  said  to  be  placed  on  the  work  until  the  work  is 
commenced  or  a  time  is  designated  for  its  commencement. 
If  the  only  notice  to  the  contractors  is  to  be  the  placing  of 
an  inspector  on  the  street,  it  involves  the  necessity  of  a  daily 
patrol  of  the  locality  by  the  contractor  to  ascertain  whether 
an  inspector  is  placed  there.  By  what  external  marks  and 
signs  an  inspector  is  to  be  recognized  among  the  other  citi- 
zens who  appear  on  the  streets,  by  the  contractors,  we  are 
not  informed.  It  is  not  shown  that  the  contractors  knew 
the  inspector  or  how  he  was  .  to  be  identified,  when  he 
appeared  at  the  place  of  work.    The  work  itself  was  to  be 
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commeDced  in  sections  at  any  point  the  commlBsioner  might 
designate,  and  consisted  in  building  three  sewers  in  One  Hun- 
dred and  Nintli  street  and  Fourth  avenue,  and  between  First 
and  Third  avenues,  emptying  into  the  First  avenue  sewer ; 
and  between  Third  and  Lexington  avenue,  emptying  into  the 
Third  avenue  sewer ;  and  one  between  Lexington  and  Fourth 
avenue  sewer,  emptying  into  Fourth  avenue  sewer.  The 
extent  of  street  in  a  straight  litie  in  which  these  sewers  were 
to  be  laid  was  about  half  a  mile,  at  any  point  at  which  the 
work  was.  to  be  begun,  as  directed  by  the  commissioner.  A 
custom  or  usage  of  the  department  to  designate  the  point  at 
which,  and  the  day  on  which  the  work  was  to  begin,  by 
placing  an  inspector  at  each  point,  amounts  in  effect  to, 
no  notice  at  all,  and  proof  of  such  custom  without  offering 
to  show  that  the  contractor  knew  the  inspector,  or  that  it 
was  customary  to  file  in  the  department  of  public  works  a 
designation  of  the  point  at  which  the  work  was  to  begin, 
and  that  the  contractors  had  knowledge  of  the  custom, 
would  be  insufficient  to  charge  the  contractors  in  the  face  of 
the  express  provisions  of  the  contract,  which  plainly  indicate 
a  specific  designation  to  be  made  by  the  commissioner,  and  as 
plainly  indicate  that  the  inspector  is  to  be  placed  on  the 
work  after  such  designation  is  made,  and  not  as  the  notice 
or  designation  itself.  But  even  excluding  the  time  between 
the  date  of  the  contract  and  the  actual  commencement  of  the 
work,  the  contractors  exceeded  the  ninety  days  allowed  by 
the  contract.  The  contractors  waived  a  designation  bv  the 
commissioner  of  public  works,  and  commenced  the  woA  on 
June  the  eighth.  But  this  did  not  relieve  them  from  the  obli- 
gation to  complete  the  work  within  the  time  specified  in  the 
contract,  any  more  than  it  relieved  them  from  the  performance 
of  their  other  obligations.  The  judgment  should  be  reversed 
and  a  new  trial  should  be  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  events. 

On  the  second  trial  the  jury  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
for  the  full  amount  claimed,  and  no  appeal  therefrom  was 
taken. 
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SUPKEME  COURT. 
TowNSEND  B.  Baldwin  agt.  "William  H.  Beiggb. 

Counter-daim — when  cannot  be  set  up. 

Where  one  defendant  is  sued  upon  an  individual  liability,  he  cannot  set 
up  as  a  counter-claim  a  claim  which  he  holds  jointly  with  another 
against  the  plaintiff. 

Special  Term,  February,  1874. 

Van  Brunt,  J.  —  It  seems  to  me  that  the  demnrrer  in  this 
action  must  be  sustained.  There  are  many  eases  which 
decide  that  in  a  suit  against  two  or  more  persons  or  partners 
a  several  claim  in  favor  of  one  defendant  only  cannot  be 
enforced  as  a  counter-claim  {IlurVburt  agt.  Post,  1  Bosw,, 
28 ;  Pedbody  agt.  Bloomer,  3  Abh,  Pr.,  353 ;  6  Duer,  53 ; 
Mott  agt.  Burnett,  2  E,  D.  Smith,  60).  I  can  see  no  reason 
why  the  converse  of  the  proposition  should  not  be  equally 
true,  viz.,  that  where  one  defendant  is  sued  upoH  an  individ- 
ual liability  he  cannot  set  up  as  a  counter-claim  a  claim  which 
he  holds  jointly  with  another  against  the  plaintiff.  The  cause 
of  action  constituting  the  counter-claim  must  be  one  existing 
in  favor  of  a  defendant  against  a  plaintiff,  between  whom  a 
several  judgment  might  be  had  in  the  action  {Sec.  \?>0  of  the 
Code).  The  cause  of  action  set  up  as  a  counter-claim  in  the 
action  does  not  exist  in  favor  of  the  defendant  and  his 
copartner  against  the  plaintiff,  and  this  does  not  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  the  section.  Furthermore,  in  litigating 
a  claim  either  made  by  a  firm  or  against  a  firm,  the  opposite 
party  has  a  right  to  have  all  the  members  of  that  firm  before 
the  court.  The  demurrer  must  be  sustained,  with  leave  to  the 
defendant  to  amend  his  answer,  upon  payment  of  costs,  if  he 
be  so  advised. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
TowNSBND  B.  Baldwin  agt.  John  Bebrian. 

Anme&r-^  Oounter-ckiim — Dtmwrr^r  to  cmtwer. 

Where  the  answer  seto  up  by  way  of  counter-claim  certain  transactionfl  of 
plaintlfib  with  the  defendant  and  his  copartner,  who  is  not  a  party  to 
the  action,  a  demurrer  to  the  answer  will  be  sustuned. 

I^pecial  Term^  1877. 

The  action  is  upon  a  prommissory  note  for  $8,224.94, 
made  by  defendant  to  order  of  Baldwin  &  KimbaJl,  the 
plaintiffs.  The  answer  set  up,  among  other  things,  by  way 
of  counter-claim,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  certain  transactions 
with  the  defendant  and  his  copartner,  Briggs,  who  was  not  a 
party  to  the  action,  in  which  the  plaintiffs  made  certain 
usurious  charges  against  such  firm,  which  amounted  in  the 
aggregate  to  $1,365.65,  half  of  which  defendant  claimed  was 
due  him,  and  entered  into  and  constituted  part  of  the  con- 
sideration of  the  note. 

E.  B.  OowleSy  for  plaintiff. 

H.'  Y.  OumminSf  for  defendant. 

Van  Bbijnt,  J.  —  The  demurrer  to  that  part  of  the 
answer  which  seeks  to  set  up,  as  a  counter-claim  to  the 
cause  of  action  alleged  in  the  complaint,  causes  of  action 
arising  out  of  transactions  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
firm  of  Berrian  &  Briggs  must  be  sustained  for  the  rea- 
VoL.  LUL  11 
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sons  stated  in  the  case  of  Baldwin  agt.  Brigga  {Ante,  p.  80), 
The  defendant  would  undoubtedly,  as  matter  of  defense, 
have  the  right  to  show .  that  any  portion  of  the  whole  of 
the  consideration  of  the  note  in  suit  had  been  made  up, 
upon  a  balancing  of  the  account  between  the  plaintiffs 
and  the  firm  of  Berrian  &  Briggs,  of  his  share  of  an  alleged 
indebtedness  from  Berrian  &  Briggs  to  the  plaintiffs,  which 
indebtedness  consisted  of  illegal  exactions  of  interest  duly 
specified,  and  in  payment  of  which  the  note  in  suit  was  given. 
The  answer,  however,  wholly  fails  to  allege  any  balancing  of 
accounts  or  the  separation  of  the  defendant's  and  Briggs' 
indebtedness  to  the  plaintiff,  or  that  the  same  was  given  in 
payment  therefor  as  far  as  that  part  of  the  answer  demurred 
to  is  concerned.  The  demurrer  is,  therefore,  sustained,  with 
leave  to  defendant  to  amend  upon  payment  of  costs. 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Fbbdbbiok  Gbmp  agt.  James  Pbatt. 

Jurisdidian  of  the  court  of  common  pleas. 

By  the  act  of  1878,  chapter  289,  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  the  city  of 
New  York  has  jurisdiction  over  a  defendant,  served  with  process  in 
any  county  of  the  state,  and  tliis  includes  actions  where  the  cause  of 

,  action  arose  in  ^he  city  of  New  York,  hut  the  defendant  did  not  reside 
there,  as  well  as  actions  where  the  cause  of  action  did  not  arise  and 
defendant  did  not  reside  in  the  city. 

The  **  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,"  section  268,  suhdivision  2,  provides  in 
express  terms  that  this  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  in  such  cases,  and 
the  codifiers  state  that  revision  to  he,  in  their  opinion,  declaratory  of 
the  law  as  it  now  exists. 

/Special  Term,  May,  1877. 

Motion  to  set  aside  service  of  summons  and  complaint  on 
the  ground  that  the  court  (of  common  pleas  for  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York)  has  no  jurisdiction. 

The  complaint  sets  forth  a  cause  of  action  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered  to  defendant  at  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  summons  and  complaint  were  served  upon  defendant 
in  Queens  county,  state  of  New  York,  where  he  then  resided. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J.  —  Under  section  33  of  the  Code  this  court 
had  no  jurisdiction  of  a  merely  personal  or  transitory  action, 
unless  the  defendant  was  a  resident  of  the  city  of  New  York  or 
was  served  with  the  summons  therein.  The  act  of  1873, 
chapter  239,  conferred  jurisdiction  over  a  defendant  served 
with  our  process  in  any  county  of  the  state,  and  this  included, 
of  course,  actions  where  the  cause  of  action  arose  in  the  city  of 
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New  York,  but  the  defendant  did  not  reside  there,  as  well  as 
actions  where  the  canse  of  action  did  not  arise  and  defendant 
did  not  reside  in  this  city,  although  jurisdiction  was  not 
specifically  given  in  either  case  and  general  language  only 
was  used  to  extend  the  jurisdiction.  In  Sanders  agt.  Stolen 
Island  Railroad  Compamy  (53  N.  J".,  450),  the  court  of 
appeals  held  that  the  legislature  had  no  power  to  confer  on  a 
local  court  (the  city  court  of  Brooklyn)  jurisdiction  of  a  per- 
sonal or  transitory  action  where  the  cause  of  action  did  not 
arise  in  the  city  where  such  court  was  located-,  if  the  defend- 
ant did  not  reside  or  was  not  served  with  the  summons  in 
such  city.  The  cape  of  Roag  agt.  Lamont  (60  j^.  y.,  96), 
was  substantially  to  the  same  eifect. 

In  Bidwdl  agt.  Astor  Mutiml  Life  Insurance  Company 
(16  N.  Z.,  263),  and  International  Bank  agt.  Bradley  (19' 
N.  y],  245),  judgments  of  the  superior  court  of  Buffalo,  a 
local  court,  were  sustained,  the  cause  of  action  having  arisen 
in  that  city,  but  defendants  served  elsewhere,  being  non- 
residents of  the  city. 

But,  in  the  case  of  the  superior  court  of  Buffalo  and  the 
city  court  of  Brooklyn,  jurisdiction  in  cases  where  the  cause 
of  action  arose  in  the  respective  cities  where  those  courts 
were  located,  independent  of  the  residence  of  defendants  or 
the  service  of  the  summons,  was  expressly  conferred  in  terms 
by  the  statutes  {As  to  Buffalo^  Laws  of  1854,  cJiap,  96, 
sections  9  and  10  \  as  to  Brooklyn^  Laws  of  1870,  chap.  470 ; 
Laws  of  1871,  chap.  ^282). 

But  in  the  cases  cited,  respecting  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
superior  court  of  Buffalo  (16  N.  T.,  263 ;  19  id.,  245),  the 
question  of  the  constitutionality  of  the  provisions  of  law 
conferring  such  jurisdiction  was  not  considered  ;  and,  in  the 
cases  respecting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  city  court  of  Brooklyn 
(53  j^.  jr.,  450 ;  60  id.,  96),  there  is  no  express  decision  that 
such  jurisdiction  was  properly  conferred,  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  no  intimation  to  the  contrary. 

As  I  have  said,  such  jurisdiction  is  not  conferred  upon  the 
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court  of  common  pleas  in  express  terms,  but  is  included  in 
the  general  enlargement  of  jurisdiction  enacted  by  the  legis- 
lature in  1873.  Whatever  enlarged  jurisdiction  conferred  by 
the  act  of  1873  does  not  fall  within  the  view  of  the  decision 
in  the  cases  of  Sanders  and  Lament  {8upra)j  but  may  be 
exercised  without  violating  the  spirit  of  those  cases,  it  is  the 
duty  of  this  court  to  exercise  when  suitors  require  it. 

The  conferring  upon  a  local  court  (whose  jurisdiction  is 
general  and  unlimited,  except  as  to  territory)  by  the  legis- 
lature, under  the  provisions  of  article  6,  section  14,  of  juris- 
diction over  personal  actions,  where  the  cause  of  action  arose 
in  the  city  in  which  such  court  is  established,  is  not  such  an 
infidng6ment  of  the  Constitution(ar^.  6,  sec,  6)  relating  to  the 
general  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  court  and  the  judicial 
system  of  the  state,  as  the  jurisdiction  attempted  to  be 
exercised  in  the  Sanders  Case  and  the  Lament  Case  {supra). 
Where  parties  who  do  not  reside  in  the  city  come  there  to 
make  contracts,  the  legislature  may  well  give  to  the  locid 
courts  of  the  city  power  to  enforce  the  contract  or  to  enter' 
tain  an  action  for  the  breach  of  it,  even  if  it  be  necessary  to 
send  its  process  into  other  parts  of  the  state  in  order  to  sum- 
mon the  defendants  to  answer.  Especially  is  this  the  case 
where  the  defendants  only  are  non-residents  of  the  city. 

The  remedial  code  (sec,  263,  svh.  2)  provides,  in  express 
terms,  that  this  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  in  such  cases, 
and  the  codifiers  state  that  provision  to  be,  in  their  opinion, 
declaratory  of  the  law  as  it  now  exists. 

The  case  of  Toole  agt  C<yoert  (16  Abl.  [N.  /?.],  193),  does 
not  appear  to  be  a  case  in  which  the  cause  of  action  arose  in 
this  city,  and  does  not,  therefore,  control. 

Motion  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs  to  abide  event  of 
action. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Francis  D.  Moulton  agt.  Hbnbt  Ward  Beboher. 

Extra  aUotoanee, 

A  demurrer  to  a  complaint  is  the  interposition  of  a  defense,  and  is  suffi- 
cient wiUiin  the  meaning  of  section  809  of  the  Code  to  entitle  a  defend- 
ant in  a  proper  case  to  an  extra  allowance. 

The  motion  for  an  extra  allowance  in  this  case  was  pending  when  the  bill 
of  costs  was  served,  and  defendant's  attorney  insisted  that  the  costs,  if 
to  be  paid,  would  be  received  only  on  condition  that  the  pending 
motion  for  an  extra  allowance  should  not  be  prejudiced.  Plaintiff's 
attorney  thereupon  tendered  the  same  unconditionally,  and  left  the 
amount  on  the  table  in  the  office  of  defendant's  attorney: 

Beld^  that  there  had  not  been  such  a  final  adjustment  of  costs  as  to  pre- 
clude the  motion  for  an  extra  allowance  (Affirming  6.  O.  at  Special 
Term,  62  How.,  230). 

JPirst  Department^  General  Term^  May^  1877. 

Appeal  from  order  of  special  term,  granting  additional 
allowance. 

This  action  was  brought  for  malicious  prosecution.  The 
defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint.  This  demurrer  was 
sustained  at  special  term.  On  appeal  to  the  general  term, 
the  order  sustaining  the  demurrer  was  reversed  and  leave  was 
given  to  the  defendant  to  answer.  The  defendant  thereupon 
answered  the  complaint,  and  upon  the  issue  thus  joined  moved 
at  special  term,  in  Kings  county,  for  an  order  changing  the 
place  of  trial,  which  was  laid  in  the  complaint  in  the  county 
of  Kings.  While  that  motion  was  pending  and  before  its 
decision,  the  plaintiff  amended  his  complaint  by  changing  the 
place  of  trial  stated  therein  from  Kings  county  to  the  city 
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and  county  of  New  York.  The  special  term  of  Kings  countj 
thereupon  ordered  the  motion  to  change  the  place  of  trial  to 
be  heard  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  where  the 
same  was  afterwards  heard,  and  an  order  was  subsequently 
made  changing  the  place  of  trial  to  the  county  of  Delaware. 
The  plaintiff  .thereupon  obtained  an  ex  parte  order  at  general 
term  in  Kings  county  ordering  that  the  action  be  discontinued 
on  payment  by  plaintiff  of  defendant's  costs,  to  be  taxed,  and 
served  a  copjr  thereof,  with  notice  requesting  the  defendant's 
attorney  to  procure  the  costs  therein  to  be  taxed,  and  offering 
to  pay  the  taxable  costs  pursuant  to  the  order  of  discontinu- 
ance. After  the  service  of  this  order  and  notice,  defendant 
served  an  amended  answer,  which  was  returned  by  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney,  on  the  ground  that  the  action  had  been  discon- 
tinued. The  defendant  gave  notice  of  this  motion  for  an 
additional  allowance  of  costs,  and  served  a  bill  of  cos};8,  with 
notice  of  taxation  of  the  same  by  the  clerk.  The  amount  of 
this  bill  of  costs  was  immediately  offered  by  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  to  the  defendant's  attorney,  who  refused  to  receive 
the  same  except  without  prejudice  to  the  pending  motion  for 
an  extra  allowance.  The  plaintiff's  attorney  thereupon  ten- 
dered the  same  unconditionally,  and  left  the  amount  on  the 
table  in  the  office  of  defendant's  attorney.  The  motion  for 
an  additional  allowance  was  heard  at  special  term,  and  the 
sum  of  $250  was  granted. 

Roger  A.  Pryor^  for  appellant. 

Thomae  O.  Shearman^  lor  respondent. 

Davis,  P,  J.  —  The  court  concurs  with  the  court  below  that 
there  had  not  been  such  a  final  adjustment  of  costs  as  to  pre- 
clude the  motion  for  an  additional  allowance,  and  is  also  of 
the  opinion  that  it  is  a  proper  case  for  an  extra  allowance. 
The  case  had  been  at  issue  twice,  once  by  demurrer,  and  that 
issue  had  been  displaced  by  the  decision  of  the  general  term, 
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and  the  service  of  the  answer  allowed  by  such  decision.  The 
service  of  the  answer  made  an  issue  of  fact,  and  upon  that 
issue  the  motion  to  change  the  place  of  trial  was  made  and 
granted.  If  that  issue  was  destroyed  by  the  service  of  a  com- 
plaint amended  merely  as  to  the  place  of  trial,  nevertheless 
the  fact  that  the  issue  had  existed  in  the  case  and  been  made 
the  basis  by  the  court  of  the  order  changing  the  place  of  trial 
is  not  taken  out  of  the  case.  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide 
whether  the  service  of  the  answer  to  the  amended  complaint 
before  the  notice  of  this  motion,  and  before  the  payment  of 
costs,  under  the  order  of  discontinuance,  wsd  a  joinder  of 
issue  in  the  case.  There  had  already  been  issues,  we  think, 
sufficient  to  be  the  basis  of  the  motion  for  an  extra  allowance 
under  section  309  of  the  Code.  In  this  case  a  defense  had 
been  interposed  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code,  and  the  case 
is  showm  to  have  been  a  difficult  and  extraordinary  one. 

Order  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Bbadt  and  Dakiblb,  JJ.,  concurred. 


NBW  YORK  PRACTICaS  REPORTS.  89 


McElwee  agt  Sandford. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Sakusl  MoElwbb  agt.  Henbt  S.  Sandfobd. 

Meehame^B  Uen — iohat  notice  must  ecntain. 

In  order  to  perfect  a  lien  under  the  mechanic's  lien  law,  the  claim  or 
notice  filed  with  the  coonty  derk  must  contain  certain  statements,  the 
tmth  of  which  must  be  potitivelj/  sworn  to  by  a  person  acquainted  with 
the  fact  Among  these  statements  is  that  relating  to  the  ownership  of 
the  premises. 

In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mechanic's  lien  under  the  act,  chapter  879, 
Laws  of  1875,  the  claimant's  notice  stated  that  James  Meehan  was 
owner.  In  his  complaint  he  averred  that  James  Meehan  was  not  the 
owner,  but  that  Elizabeth  Meehan  was,  and  that  her  name  was  erron- 
eously omitted  by  mistake,  and  the  name  of  James  Meehan  was  inserted 
because  he  was  informed  and  belieTcd  that  James  Meehan  was  owner. 

Eeld^  that  the  notice  of  lien  was  defective  and  formed  no  basis  for  the 
action;  James  Meehan  being  the  reputed  otoner  merely,  the  notice  of  lien 
should  have  so  stated. 

Special  Term^  May,  1877. 

Demttbbes  to  the  complaint,  in  an  action  to  foreclose  a 
mechanic's  lien  under  the  act  chapter  379,  Laws  of  1875. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J.  —  The  complaint  is  defective,  as  it  sets  forth 
an  insufficient  notice  of  claim  filed  porsnant  to  section  5  of  the 
act.  The  complaint  avers  that  the  owner  of  the  premises  is 
Elizabeth  Meehan.  The  notice  of  claim  sets  forth  that  the 
'^  labor  was  performed  and  materials  furnished  for  the  said 
Henry  S.  Sanford,  the  contractor,  at  the  instance  of  James 
Meehan,  the  owner,"  and  also  that  the  ^^  buildings  are  owned 
by  James  Meehan."  The  verification  of  the  notice  of  claim  is 
that  the  claimant  '^  has  read  the  notice  and  knows  the  con- 
Vol.  LIII  12 
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tents  thereof,  and  that  the  same  is  true  to  his  own  knowledge." 
The  complaint  avers  that  the  name  of  James  Meehan  was 
inserted  in  the  notice  of  lien,  because  plaintiff  supposed  him 
to  be  the  owner ;  that  he  was  not  aware  that  Elizabeth 
Meehan  was  the  owner ;  that  he  was  informed  and  verily 
believed  that  one  James  Meehan  was  the  owner,  and  sup- 
posed and  understood  that  James  Meehan  was  the  owner ; 
that  the  name  of  the  real  owner  was  erroneously  omitted  to 
be  inserted  by  mistake  of  the  fact.  The  statute  requires  that 
the  name  of  "  the  owner  or  reputed  owner,  if  known,  shall 
be  contained  in  the  notice  of  claim."  This  notice  professed 
to  give  the  name  of  the  owner,  and  the  claimant  professed  to 
know  it.  His  positive  verification  of  the  notice  leaves  no 
doubt  that  he  intended  James  Meehan  as  owner,  and  not  as 
reputed  owner.  Owing  to  the  nature  of  the  verification 
required  by  the  statute,  i.  e.,  M  that  the  statements  contained 
in  the  claim  are  true  to  the  knowledge  of  the  person  making 
the  same"  —  the  qualification  in  respect  of  the  name  of  the 
owner  —  that  is,  that  the  person  named  is  the  "  reputed  * 
owner,"  or,  where  the  name  of  the  owner  is  omitted,  that  the 
owner  *Ms  not  known,"  must  be  specifically  stated  in  the 
notice  of  claim  ;  for,  by  requiring  a  positive  verification  of 
the  truth  of  the  matters  set  forth  in  the  notice  by  a  person 
having  knowledge  of  the  facts,  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
that  the  notice  should  set  forth  the  facts  is  evident.  In 
order  to  perfect  a  lien  under  the  act,  the  claim  or  notice 
filed  with  the  county  clerk  must  contain  certain  statements, 
the  truth  of  which  must  be  positively  sworn  to  by  a  person 
acquainted  with  the  fact.  Among  these  statements  is  that 
relating  to  the  ownership  of  the  premises.  If  the  person 
verifying  the  notice  knows  the  name  of  the  owner,  that  name 
must  be  inserted ;  if  he  only  knows  of  a  person  reputed  to 
be  the  owner,  the  name  of  such  person,  with  the  fact  that  he 
is  so  reputed  to  be  the  owner,  must  be  inserted ;  if  he  does 
not  know  the  name  of  the  owner  or  of  the  reputed  owner,  he 
may  so  state^    One  of  these  three  statements  must  be  made 
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to  comply  with  the  act.  In  this  case,  the  claimant's  notice 
states  that  James  Meehan  is  owner ;  in  his  complaint  he  now 
avers  that  James  Meehan  is  not  the  owner;  that  Elizabeth 
Meehan  is  owner,  and  that  her  name  was  erroneously  omitted 
by  mistake,  and  the  name  of  James  Meehan  was  inserted 
becaose  he  was  informed  and  believed  that  James  Meehan 
was  owner. 

It  therefore  appears  that  James  Meehan  was  the  reputed 
owner  merely,  and  that  the  notice  of  lien  did  not  so  state. 
It  should  have  so  stated  and  is  defective,  and  forms  no  basis 
for  the  action ''  (See  Diossy  agt.  Martin^  N.  Y.  Com.  PleaSf 
May  17,  1876,  Daily  Register). 

Demurrer  sustained,  with  leave  to  plaintiff  to  amend  com- 
plaint in  twenty  days,  on  paying  ten  dollars  costs  awarded  on 
this  demurrer. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Gbobge  Buess,  respondent,  agt.  George  Eooh,  appellant. 

Jkmwrrw  to  complaint —  Bpedflcpetformande —  Contract —  Breach —  Tender, 

whenexciued. 

The  complaint  set  out  an  agreement  or  contract  in  writing  for  the  delivery 
of  a  deed  of  land  and  the  payment  of  the  consideration  on  or  before 
May  1, 1875.  It  was  also  averred  that  before  that  day  the  party  whose 
duty  it  was  to  deliver  the  deed  applied  to  the  party  who  was  to  pay  the 
consideration,  to  name  a  time  and  place  for  performance,  to  which  such 
party  did  not  reply.  It  is  also  alleged  that  he  subsequently  executed  a 
deed,  in  due  form,  and  made  all  reasonable  eflforts  to  find  and  commu- 
nicate with  the  other  party  to  complete  the  agreement,  but  which  efforts, 
through  the  acts  and  omissions  of  the  other  party,  were  unavailing: 

Hetdf  that  the  complaint,  although  it  failed  to  show  a  strict  performance 
of  the  agreement  by  the  plaintiff,  alleged  such  a  state  of  facts  as  directly 
tended  to  excuse  it,  and  which  entitled  him  to  have  the  agreement  spe- 
cifically performed. 

The  omission  of  the  plaintiff  to  have  the  deed  executed  on  or  before  the 
1st  of  May,  1875,  and  tendered  on  that  day  at  defendant's  residence, 
was  equitably  excused  by  the  other  acts  performed  by  him.  A  formal 
tender  was  waived  by  the  acts  and  omissions  of  the  defendant 

The  fact  that  all  the  relief  which  may  be  essential  to  such  an  action  has 
not  been  claimed,  does  not  render  the  complaint  so  defective  as  to  make 
it  the  sulject  of  a  demurrer.  To  avoid  that  consequence  it  is  sufficient 
that  the  facts  constituting  an  equitable  cause  of  action  have  been  alleged 
and  that  the  relief  insisted  upon  is  appropriate  too^  while  it  may  not  be 
all  that  will  be  required  for  a  complete  or  perfect  judgment  {Afflmdng 
&  a,  52  Bow.,  479). 

Mrst  Department^  General  Term^  March,  1877.     . 

Appeal  from  an  order  overmling  a  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint. 
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M.  L.  Toumeend,  for  appellant. 

Kaufmany  TunataU  dk  Wagner ^  for  respondent. 

Daniels,  J.  —  The  complaint  set  out  an  agreement  made 
by  the  parties  on  the  Ist  day  of  March,  1870.  It  contained 
a  recital  that  the  defendant  had  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  George  Traeger,  by  which  he  had  become  bound  to  pur- 
chase certain  premises  on  Bivington  street,  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  for  the  sum  of  $15,000,  and  at  his  request  the 
plaintiff  had  consented  to  take  his  place  and  perform  his 
covenants  with  Traeger,  and  had  further  agreed  to  alter  the 
building  upon  the  land  into  a  shop  suitable  for  carrying  on 
the  cabinet-making  business,  and  lease  the  premises  to  the 
defendant  for  five  years,  from  the  first  day  of  the  following 
month  of  May,  and  then  to  convey  them  to  him.  The 
premises  were  then,  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  leased 
and  demised  to  the  defendant  for  such  term  of  five  years,  at 
the  yearly  rent,  payable  quarterly,  of  ten  per  cent  on  their 
cost,  and  the  expenses  of  their  alteration. 

It  was  then  covenanted  that,  on  or  before  the  expiration  of 
the  term  of  five  years,  the  defendant  would  well  and  truly 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  "  the  said  consideration  of  $15,000,  and 
also  the  cost  and  expense  of  altering  the  building  as  aforesaid, 
upon  the  said  Buess  executing  to  him  a  good  and  sufficient 
deed  of  the  said  premises,  free  from  all  incumbrances,  which 
deed  shall  contain  a  general  warranty,  and  the  usual  full 
covenants."  The  plaintiff  averred  that  he  altered  the  build- 
ing and  rendered  it  suitable  for  the  business  to  which  it  was 
to  be  adapted ;  that  the  defendant  occupied  it  and  paid  the  rent 
up  to  the  1st  of  May,  1875.  It  was  also  averred  that  before 
that  day  he  gave  the  defendant  a  notice  in  writing  requesting 
information  from  him  as  to  the  time  when  he  would  be  ready 
to  complete  the  agreement.  To  that  no  reply  was  made. 
The  plaintiff,  after  the  1st  of  May,  1875,  executed  a  deed  of 
the  premises  to  the  defendant,  and  went  to  his  residence  to 
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deliver  it  and  receive  the  payment  agreed  to  be  made,  but  he 
failed  to  find  the  defendant.  Efforts  were  afterwards  made 
by  his  attorneys  to  find  the  defendant  for  the  same  purpose, 
but  they  proved  to  be  ineffectual.  The  plaintiff  also  averred 
that  on  the  1st  of  May,  1875,  and  ever  since  then,  he  had 
been  ready  and  willing  to  execute  and  deliver  the  deed  in 
conformity  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement.  That  the  altera- 
tion of  the  building  rendered  it  unfit  for  other  uses  without 
further  changes,  requiring  great  expense.  The  expenses 
of  the  alterations  made  amounted  to  the  sum  of  $11,666.04; 
and  for  that  sum,  with  the  purchase-price  to  be  paid  for  the 
property  according  io  the  t^rms  of  the  agreement,  the  plain- 
tiff demanded  judgment. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint  because  it  did 
not  contain  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action ;  and 
as  the  money  was  only  to  be  paid  upon  the  execution  of  the 
deed  by  the  plaintiff  on  or  before  the  day  for  that  purpose 
mentioned  in  the  agreement — and  it  appeared  that  had  not 
been  done  —  he  may  not  have  been  entitled  to  what  may  be 
denominated  a  legal  relief.  But  he  was  not  bound  to  confine 
his  case  to  relief  of  that  nature,  and  the  facts  set  out  in  the 
complaint  did  not  restrict  him  to  it. 

The  complaint  failed  to  show  a  strict  performance  of  the 
agreement  by  the  plaintiff,  but  it  alleged  such  a  state  of  facts 
as  directly  tended  to  excuse  it,  and  which  entitled  him  to  have 
the  agreement  specifically  performed.  He  had  so  far  per- 
formed himself  as  to  make  the  alterations  in  the  building  and 
give  the  defendant  possession ;  and  he  endeavored  to  fulfill 
the  residue  of  the  covenants  to  be  performed  by  him  by 
securing  an  understaT)ding  which  should  designate  the  time 
when  that  might  be  done.  That  proved  ineffectual  by  the 
defendant's  failure  to  respond ;  and  then  the  deed  was  exe- 
cuted and  the  defendant  sought  for  in  order  to  complete  the 
agreements,  but  all  reasonable  efforts  made  to  find  him  proved 
to  be  fruitless,  and  then  this  action  was  commenced.  If  the 
plaintiff  was  in  default,  as  strictly  he  probably  was  at  law, 
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bectTise  he  omitted  to  have  the  deed  executed  on  or  before 
the  first  of  May,  and  tendered  on  that  day  at  the  defendant's 
residence,  it  was  equitably  excused  by  the  other  acts  per- 
formed by  him.  For  that  reason  a  court  of  equity  would  not 
defeat  his  claim  to  relief  because  he  too  confidingly  relied 
npon  the  expectation  that  the  defendant  would  meet  him, 
and  in  good  faith  co-operate  with  him  in  performing  the 
covenants  which  were  to  be  mutually  observed,  according  to 
the  terms  of  their  agreement.  His  conduct  in  failing  to  do 
so  was  inei|uitable,  and  he  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  shield 
himself  by  means  of  it  against  the  just  demand  made  by  the 
plaintiff,  that  he  should  take  the  property  on  the  terms  he 
had  stipulated  to  perform  it  for  (1  Story^s  Eq,  Jur,  \^th  ed.]^ 
sees.  775,  776;  Stevenson  SLgt.  Maxwell^  2  6W.,  409  ;  Moore 
agt.  Smelburghy  8  Paige,  601 ;  Slaird  agt.  Smith,  49  N.  Y,, 
619;  Freeson  agt.  Bissell,  63  id,,  168).  It  also  appeared 
that  the  defendant  has  had  the  use  and  occupancy  of  the 
property,  and  as  it  has  not  been  alleged  that  he  surrendered 
its  possession  when  his  term  expired  as  a  tenant,  it  may  be 
presumed  as  he  was  to  have  the  property  afterwards  as  its 
owner,  that  he  still  continues  to  hold  it,  and  for  that  reason 
also  he  cannot  properly  complain  of  the  omission  to  execute 
and  deliver  the  deed  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  May  (  Viele 
agt.  Troy  and  Boston  R.  R.  Co.,  20  N.  T.,  184). 

The  prayer  for  judgment  is  entirely  consistent  with  the 
character  already  attributed  to  the  action.  It  demands  the 
recovery  of  the  purchase-price  of  the  property  and  the  amount 
of  the  expenses  incurred  in  altering  the  building;  and  that 
the  facts  alleged  show  the  plaintiff  equitably  entitled  to 
recover.  If  a  specific  performance  shall  be  decreed,  the  plain- 
tiff will  be  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  the  payment  of  the 
money  the  defendant  covenanted  he  should  receive,  and  noth- 
ing more  nor  less  than  that  has  been  demanded.  The  fact 
that  all  the  relief  which  may  be  essential  to  such  an  action 
has  not  been  claimed,  does  not  render  the  complaint  so  defect- 
ive as  to  make  it  the  subject  of  a  demurrer.    To  avoid  that 
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consequence  it  is  safficient  that  the  facts  constituting  an  equi- 
table cause  of  action  have  been  alleged,  and  that  the  relief 
insisted  upon  is  appropriate,  too,  while  it  may  not  be  all  that 
will  be  required  for  a  complete  or  perfect  judgment  (Hall 
agt.  Omaha  Nat.  BamJcy  49  N.  Z".,  626,  631,  632).  It  is  all 
that  the  plaintiff  can  require  as  the  equivalent  for  the  deed 
he  has  at  all  times  been  ready  and  willing  to  execute  and 
deliver  by  way  of  performing  the  agreement  he  has  made. 

The  order  appealed  from  was  right  and  it  should  be  affirmed, 
with  costs,  and  the  defendant  should  have  libert](.to  answer 
in  the  usual  time  and  upon  the  ordinary  terms. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Julia  A.  Babcx>ok  agt.  Jeptha.  W.  Baboook  et  al. 

Fraudulent  conveyance  by  one^  mth  intent  to  d^aud  intended  mfe  of  dower — 

wift^s  remedy. 

On  the  14th  of  August,  1878,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  widow,  and  one 
Jeptha  W.  Babcock,  a  widower,  contracted  a  mutual  agreement  to 
many.  At  this  time  each  owned  and  possessed  real  and  personal 
estates  of  about  equal  amounts  and  value.  Both  had  children  of  former 
marriages,  of  adult  age.  On  the  eighteenth  of  August  Jeptha  W.  con- 
veyed by  deed  certain  real  estate  to  his  son  and  daughter.  The  said 
deeds  were  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  grantor,  no  consideration  hav- 
ing been  paid  or  agreed  to  be  paid  therefor  by  the  grantees.  On  the 
twenty-first  day  of  the  same  August  the  plaintiff  and  Jeptha  W.  did 
intermarry,  in  pursuance  of  their  agreement  so  to  do.  The  plaintiff  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage  had  no  information  that  her  husband  had  con- 
veyed all  his  real  estate  to  his  children.  After  the  marriage,  the  plain- 
tiff, upon  learning  that  said  conveyances  had  been  made,  brought  this 
action  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  same  set  aside: 

Eeld^  that  plaintiff  should  have  judgment  declaring  said  deeds  void  as  to  her, 
and  that  she  has  an  inchoate  dower  right  in  all  said  real  estate,  notwith- 
standing said  deeds,  and  a  future  absolute  right  of  dower  therein  upon 
the  event  of  the  death  of  her  husband  in  her  lifetime. 

Eeldy  further,  that  the  wife  is  not  required  to  wait  before  bringing  her 
action  until  her  inchoate  right  becomes  absolute  by  the  death  of  her 
husband.  It  is  the  present  injury  the  plaintiff  has  sustained,  in  the 
loss  of  her  inchoate  right  in  the  lands  in  question,  that  entitles  her  to 
maintain  her  present  action. 

Where  conveyances  were  made  on  the  eve  of  the  marriage  to  defraud  the 
wife  of  the  interest  in  the  land  which  she  would  have  acquired  by  the 
marriage,  a  court  of  equity  will  entertain  her  action  for  the  conserva- 
tion of  the  right  which  she  has  lost  or  may  loose  by  the  fraudulent  acts 
of  the  defendants,  and  grant  her  such  relief  as  (die  may  be  equitably 
entitled  to. 

Niaga/ra  Special  Term^Jv/ne^  1876. 
Vol.  LIII  13 
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On  the  14th  day  of  August,  1873,  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendant  Jeptha  W.  Babcock  contracted  a  mutual  engage- 
ment to  marry ;  it  was  understood  by  both  at  that  time  that 
their  contemplated  marriage  should  take  place  in  a  few  days 
thereafter.  At  this  time  both  parties  were  residents  of  the 
city  of  Lockport,  in  this  state,  and  each  owned  and  possessed 
real  and  personal  estates  of  about  equal  amounts  and  value. 
The  plaintiff  was  at  that  tiuxe  a  widow,  upwards  of  sixty 
years  of  age,  and  the  defendant,  Jeptha  W.  Babcock,  a 
widower  sixty-seven  years  of  age ;  both  had  children  of  former 
marriages,  of  adult  age.  The  defendant  Isaac  H.  is  the  son, 
and  Sarah  Elizabeth  Balliett  is  the  daughter,  of  the  defend- 
ant Jeptha  W.,  and  his  only  children.  Jeptha  W.,  at  the 
time  of  his  engagement  to  marry,  was  seized  in  fee  of  a  lot 
upon  which  was  a  dwelling-house  occupied  by  him,  in  Ontario 
street,  and  also  other  real  estate  on  Niagara  street,  in  the  city 
of  Lockport.  This  real  estate  was  worth  from  $12,000  to 
$15,000,  and  it  was  all  the  real  estate  owned  by  him. 

In  addition  to  this,  he  had  personal  estate  amounting  to  a 
few  thousand  dollars.  At  the  time  the  marriage  agreement 
was  made,  the  plaintiff  had  knowledge  of  what  property  her 
intended  husband  possessed. 

On  the  eighteenth  day  of  the  same  month,  Jeptha  W.  con- 
veyed by  his  deed  the  house  and  lot  on  Ontario  street  to  his 
daughter,  the  defendant  Sarah  E.,  and  at  the  same  time  he 
conveyed  the  Niagara  street  property  to  Isaac  H.,  his  son, 
and  Sarah  E.,  his  daughter,  reserving  to  himself  a  life  estate 
in  all  said  property.  Both  said  deeds  were  duly  acknowl- 
edged and  delivered  on  that  day,  but  were  not  put  upon 
record  until  the  fourth  day  of  April  following.  The  grantees 
in  said  deeds  had  knowledge,  at  the  time  such  conveyances 
were  made  and  accepted,  that  the  grantor  and  the  plaintiff 
had  contracted  to  marry,  and  were  intending  to  marry  in  a 
short  time  thereafter.  That  said  deeds  were  voluntary  on  the 
part  of  the  grantor;  no  consideration  having  been  paid  or 
agreed  to  be  paid  therefor  by  the  grantees.    That,  on  the 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  M 

Babcock  agt.  Babcock  et  cU. 

twenty-first  day  of  the  same  Augnst,  the  plaintiff  and  Jeptha 
W.  did  intermarry,  in  pursuance  of  their  agreement  so  to  do. 
The  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  had  no  information 
that  her  husband  had  conveyed  all  his  real  estate  to  his  chil- 
dren, and  she  now  brings  this  action  to  obtain  the  judgment 
of  the  court,  declaring  said  deeds  void  as  to  her,  and  that  she 
has  an  inchoate  dower  right  in  all  said  real  estate,  notwith- 
standing said  deeds,  and  a  future  absolute  right  of  dower 
therein  upon  the  event  of  the  death  of  her  husband  in  her 
lifetime. 

Z.  F.  cfe  G.  W.  Boweriy  for  plaintiff. 

EUsworthy  Potter  dk  Brunddge^  for  defendants. 

Hendebson,  J.  —  At  the  time  the  plaintiff  and  her  hus- 
band contracted  to  marry,  he,  the  intended  husband,  was 
seized  qf  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  the  land  which  he  con- 
veyed to  his  children  a  few  days  thereafter.  Had  he  con- 
tinued seized  until  the  marriage,  the  plaintiff  would,  by  virtue 
of  the  marriage  and  the  seizin  of  her  husband,  have  acquired 
an  inchoate  riglit  of  dower  in  all  of  said  lands. 

It  is  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  that  these  deeds  were  executed 
and  delivered  on  the  eve  of  the  contemplated  marriage,  with- 
out consideration,  and  for  the  sole  purpose,  and  with  the 
intent  on  the  part  of  the  grantor  and  the  grantees  in  the 
deeds,  of  defeating  the  plaintiffs  dower  right  in  the  real 
estate  of  the  grantor. 

That  the  only  object  and  purpose  of  the  conveyances  was 
to  prevent  the  plaintiff's  inchoate  dower  right  attaching  to 
these  lands.  This  I  do  not  understand  the  defendants  to  con- 
trovert.  But  the  defendants  insist :  First,  that  these  convey- 
ances were  made  to  carry  into  effect  a  mutual  understanding 
had  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  grantor  in  the  deeds,  her  then 
intended  husband,  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  no  part  of  or 
interest  in  his  property  by  reason  of  the  marriage ;  that  the 
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marriage  should  not  in  any  way  incumber  his  property ;  that 
his  children  should  have  all  his  property  at  his  death,  and 
that  the  plaintiff's  children  should  have  all  her  property  at 
her  decease ;  and  that  neither  should  have  any  interest  in  the 
property  of  the  other  by  reason  of  the  marriage ;  and  the 
plaintiff  is  now  in  no  situation  to  complain  that  her  intended 
husband  took  the  precaution,  by  the  execution  of  these  deeds, 
to  have  their  mutual  intentions  carried  out. 

If  this  position  is  supported  by  the  evidence,  then  the 
plaintiff  can  have  no  relief;  this  mutual  agreement,  if  it 
existed,  would  not  have  operated  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of 
her  inchoate  dower  interest  in  the  land,  had  the  husband 
remained  seized  to  the  time  of  the  marriage  ;  but  if  his  aliena- 
tion of  the  land  prior  to  the  marriage  was  with  her  consent  or 
was  a  means  adopted  by  the  husband  of  carrying  into  effect 
a  mutual  agreement  had  with  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  can- 
not be  said  to  have  been  defrauded  thereby.  In  support  of 
this  position  the  husband  testifies  that  during  the  time  the 
subject  of  the  marriage  was  being  discussed,  his  property  was 
talked  about  on  several  occasions;  the  last  one  was  at  the 
time  when  the  agreement  to  marry  was  finally  made ;  and 
upon  these  occasions  he  says  he  stated  to  the  plaintiff  that  he 
objected  to  marrying  on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  want  to 
encumber  his  property  by  marriage ;  that  he  had  property 
to  the  amount  of  about  $25,000  and  that  he  wanted  it  under- 
stood that  in  case  they  married,  his  property  should  go  to  his 
children  and  her  property  should  go  to  hers ;  that  she  replied 
to  these  statements,  that  she  had  about  $20,000  in  property, 
and  that  it  would  be  very  wrong  for  her  to  take  any  of  his  prop- 
erty away  from  his  children  ;  that  she  wanted  her  children  to 
have  hers  and  his  children  to  have  his ;  that  this  was  the  pur- 
port of  their  conversation  on  this  subject  at  the  time  the  agree- 
ment to  marry  was  made,  and  on  more  than  one  occasion 
prior  to  that  time,  when  the  question  of  marriage  was  being 
considered  by  them. 

The  plaintiff  denies  having  these  conversations  or  any  con- 
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versations  about  property,  previous  to  the  marriage,  except 
that  her  husband  inquired  of  her  sotne  few  days  before  the 
agreement  to  marry,  how  much  she  was  worth,  and  she  told 
him  she  was  worth  $18,000  or  $19,000,  and  he  replied  that 
he  had  an  income  from  $25,000.  I  am  led  to  the  conclusion, 
from  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  that  there  was  no  under- 
standing that  either  was  to  forego  any  legal  rights  or  claims 
to  the  other's  property,  that  might  arise  by  reason  of  the 
marriage.  The  circumstances  under  which  these  deeds  were 
executed,  the  fact  of  their  executiori  being  concealed  from  the 
plaintiff  and  kept  secret  for  some  months  until  trouble  arose 
between  them,  which  resulted  in  their  separation,  there  being 
no  consultation  between  the  plaintiff  and  her  intended  hus- 
band as  to  the  time  and  means  of  effecting  what  is  now 
claimed  they  both  intended,  with  other  facts  about  which 
there  is  little  dispute,  leads  me  to  the  conclusion  that  the  hus- 
band, in  thus  disposing  of  all  his  real  estate,  thereby  placing 
himself  in  a  situation  to  deprive  his  wife  of  her  dower  therein, 
in  case  she  survived  him,  was  acting  contrary  to  what  he  then 
believed  was  right  and  just  towards  his  intended  wife,  and 
that  he  did  not  act  in  good  faith,  and  that  he  had  no  feason 
to  believe  that  his  wife  would  have  assented  to  these  convey- 
ances, had  she  been  aware  of  their  existence,  but  rather,  that 
he  intended,  by  means  of  these  conveyances,  to  have  it  in  his 
power,  against  her  will,  to  take  undue  advantage  of  her  if 
occasion  should  arise  when  he  should  desire  to  do  so. 

Second.  It  is  insisted  that  the  statute  awards  dower  to  the 
widow,  not  to  the  wife,  and  that  during  the  life  of  the  hus- 
band the  wife  has  no  such  interest  in  his  lands  as  the  law 
will  protect.  All  elementary  writers,  treating  of  dower, 
speak  of  it  as  an  inchoate  initiate  right,  given  to  the  wife  by 
the  marriage  and  seizin  of  her  husband  during  coverture. 
The  death  of 'the  husband  does  not  give  this  right.  Upon  the 
death  of  the  husband,  the  wife  surviving,  she  becomes  entitled 
to  possess  that  which  she  acquired  by  the  marriage  and  seizin 
of  her  husband. 
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This  inchoate  right  of  the  wife  in  the  lands,  of  which  the 
husband  is  seized  during  coverture,  is  such  a  subsisting  right 
as  the  law  protects.  In  Simon  agt.  Canaday  (53  N'.  Y., 
298)  it  is  said  by  the  court  that  the  inchoate  right  of  dower 
is  a  valuable  right,  and  will  be  guarded  and  preserved  to  the 
wife  by  the  judgments  of  the  courts.  In  Mills  agt.  Van 
Voorhiea  (20  N.  Y.,  412,  420)  it  is  said  by  the  court  that 
the  inchoate  rights  of  the  wife  are  as  much  entitled  to  pro 
tection  as  the  vested  rights  of  the  widow.  Many  other  cases 
might  be  cited  holding  that  this  inchoate  right  is  not  beyond 
the  protection  of  the  law. 

Third.  It  is  further  urged  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
defendants  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  a  cause  of  action  it  accrued 
upon  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deeds  by  Jeptha  W., 
of  the  lands  in  question,  and  insists  that  the  agreement  to 
marry  gave  her  no  interest  whatever  in  her  intended  hus- 
band's real  estate.  That  dower  is  given  by  the  statute  and 
the  plaintiff,  is  entitled  to  no  greater  rights  than  the  statute 
gives  her ;  and  the  husband  not  having  been  seized  of  an 
estate  of  inheritance  during  the  marriage,  the  wife  has  acquired 
no  interest,  inchoate  or  otherwise,  and  she  cannot  be  said  to 
be  de*frauded  of  that  to  which  she  never  had  any  right  or 
claim  whatever. 

I  think  the  counsel's  argument  does  not  meet  the  real  ques- 
tion presented.  The  parties  not  only  agreed  to  marry  but 
they  did  actually  marry,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  and 
the  question  now  presented  is  (assuming  that  the  conveyances 
were  made  on  the  eve  of  the  marriage  to  defraud  the  wife  of 
the  interest  in  the  land  which  she  would  have  acquired  by 
the  marriage),  will  a  court  of  equity  entertain  her  action  for 
the  conservation  of  the  right  which  she  has  lost,  or  may  lose, 
by  the  fraudulent  acts  of  the  defendants,  and  grant  her  such 
relief  as  she  may  be  equitably  entitled  to.  Had  the  husband 
died  after  the  marriage,  leaving  the  plaintiff  surviving,  the 
title  to  the  lands  remaining  in  his  grantees,  could  the  plain- 
tiff have  recovered  her  dower  in  these  lands  in  a  court  of 
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equity  2  I  thing  the  coarts  have  answered  this  question  in 
the  affirmative. 

Swaine  agt.  Ferine  (5  Johns.  Ch.  H.^  482)  waa  a  bill  in 
eqnitj  for  dower.  The  answer  alleged  that  the  hndbahd  was 
not  seized  during  coverture.  It  appeared  in  proof  that  the 
husband,  on  the  day  of  the  marriage,  deeded  the  premises 
to  his  daughter  without  consideration.  The  deed  was  kept 
secret  from  his  wife.  The  deed  was  held  by  the  chancellor 
to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  plaintiff's  claim  for 
dower.  In  Keeves'  Domestic  Relations  (page  103,  n),  it  is 
said :  "A  conveyance  by  the  husband  just  before  marriage 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  defeating  dower,  does  not  defeat  it " 
{Oranson  agt.  CranBon^  4  Mich,^  230). 

If  the  husband  aliens  the  land  on  the  day  of  the  marriage 
•  the  wife  will  still  be  entitled  to  dower ;  and  if  before  the 
marriage,  but  in  contemplation  of  it,  he  should  make  a 
fraudulent  conveyance,  whether  absolute  or  in  mortgage,  for 
the  purpose  of  defeating  tHe  right  of  dower,  it  will  be  no 
bar  to  her  right  {Oreenl.  Cruise  on  Real  Prop.^  vol.  1,  page 
172,  and  cases  there  cited). 

By  the  statutes  of  Vermont  the  widow  has  dower  in  the 
lands  of  which  the  husband  dies  seized.  In  the  case  of 
Thayer  agt.  Thayer  (14  Vt.  R.^  107)  the  facts  were  as  fol- 
lows :  The  husband,  during  his  last  sickness  and  in  expecta- 
tion of  death,  conveyed  all  his  real  estate  to  his  children  by 
a  former  marriage.  There  was  no  consideration  for  the  con- 
veyance but  that  of  natural  love  and  affection,  and  it  was 
made  to  defeat  the  wife  of  her  dower. 

The  question  was,  whether  such  conveyance  operated  to 
defeat  the  wife  of  her  dower  ?  The  chancellor  decided  that 
such  conveyance  was  void  as  against  the  wife,  and  set  aside 
the  deed.  The  case  was  taken  to  the  supreme  court  and 
Bbnnett,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  held  that 
the  wife  had,  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband,  such  rights  as 
should  be  recognized,  protected  and  enforced  in  a  court  of 
equity.     That  the  attempt  to  elude  those  rights  in  the  man- 
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ner  disclosed  was  mala  fide  and  a  fraud  upon  the  law  and 
the  marital  rights  of  the  wife ;  that  the  husband,  as  far  as 
respects  the  widow,  must  be  regarded,  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  as  having  the  seizin  of  the  land  in  question.  When 
the  wife  is  sought  to  be  divested  of  an  equitable  right,  it 
must  be  done  in  good  faith  and  without  the  least  appearance 
of  deceit. 

In  a  court  of  law  for  dower  the  court  require  that  the  seizin 
of  the  husband  should  be  established,  and  will  not  look  beyond 
the  actual  conveyance  made  by  the  husband  to  see  whether 
it  was  made  to  defraud  the  wife  of  dower  in  his  estate;  but 
equity  looks  upon  the  transaction  in  a  different  light,  and 
when  the  rights  of  purchasers  in  good  faith  are  not  involved 
holds  the  fraudulent  conveyance  as  a  nullity  as  to  the  wife's 
claim  to  dower,  and  would,  of  course,  set  it  aside  upon  a 
proper  application  (  WillarcPs  Eq,  Jur.^  696). 

From  the  examination  I  have  been  able  to  make  I  have  no 
doubt  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  dower  in  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion, in  the  event  she  survives  her  husband,  the  rights  of 
bona  fide  purchasers  not  intervening. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  required  to 
wait  before  bringing  her  action  until  her  inchoate  right 
becomes  absolute  by  the  death  of  her  husband.  As  we  have 
seen,  the  inchoate  dower  right  is  protected  by  the  law. 

It  is  that  right  of  which  the  plaintiff  is  sought  to  be 
deprived  by  the  acts  of  the  defendants,  and  this  action  is 
brought  to  maintain  and  protect  that  right.  There  would 
be  no  reason  nor  justice  in  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  wait 
before  bringing  her  action  until  the  event  of  her  inchoate 
dower  right  becoming  absolute.  In  the  meantime  the  rights 
of  hona  fide  purchasers  from  the  fraudulent  grantees  of  the 
husband  may  intervene  and  defeat  the  action  altogether. 

It  is  the  present  injury  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  in  the 
loss  of  her  inchoate  right  in  the  lands  in  question  that  enti- 
tles her  to  maintain  her  present  action.  The  plaintiff  must 
have  judgment  for  the  relief  demanded,  with  costs. 
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N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Henry  Cassidt  agt.  William  Leetoh. 

Foreign  judgment  on  Bervies  cf  process  at  defendant's  donUeUe  in  defendant's 
absejice — Manner  of  serving  process  regulated  by  every  country  for  itse{f — 
Anstoer, 

Action  brought  upon  a  Louisiana  jud^ent  obtained  in  1860  upon  an 
attachment  of  defendant's  real  property,  the  "  citation/'  i.  «.,  summons, 
baring  been  served  at  the  defendant's  domicile  in  defendant's  absence. 
The  answer  here  set  up:  First  A  general  denial  of  the  Judgment  (on 
information  and  belief).  Second.  Lack  of  personal  service  of  process  on 
defendant.  Third.  That  defendant  never  appeared  in  person  or  by  attor- 
ney in  the  Louisiana  action,  nor  litigated  nor  defended  the  same  either 
in  person  or  by  attorney,  nor  did  he  have  any  knowledge  of  the  Louis- 
iana suit  until  long  after  the  judgment    Fourth.  Mhil  debet, 

Heldj  that  the  answer,  as  a  plea  in  bar,  is  fatally  defective.  Li  order  to 
make  the  answer  sufficient,  there  should  have  been  added  to  it  allega- 
tions showing  that  the  defendant  was  not  domiciled  in  Louisiana  or  sub- 
ject to  the  laws  of  that  state,  or  that  the  Judgment  is  not  binding  there, 
or  that  it  is  contrary  to  natural  justice. 

A  foreign  judgment  rendered  against  a  citizen  of  the  state  in  which  it  is 
pronounced,  stands  on  a  very  different  footing  from  a  foreign  Judgment 
against  one  who  owed  no  allegiance  to,  and  was  not  subject  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  state  in  which  it  was  rendered. 

TriaZ  Term,  March,  1877. 

The  admitted  facts  as  to  the  citizenship  and  residence  of 
the  parties  appear  in  the  opinion.  Judgment  in  the  Louisi- 
ana action  was  first  taken  by  default  for  want  of  an  answer. 
According  to  the  judgment  record  (in  evidence)  an  answer 
was  afterwards  interposed  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  and  the 
default  opened  by  an  attorney  and  a  trial  had,  or  inquest 
taken,  and  final  judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiff.  The 
Vol,  LIII  14 
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attorney  who  appeared  for  the  defendant  (one  J.  C.  Coleman) 
was  the  husband  of  the  defendant's  neice,  and  in  his  first 
deposition  in  the  present  suit,  taken  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
this  attorney  contradicted  the  Louisiana  judgment  record  and 
testified  that  he  never  appeared  in  that  action  at  all,  and  was 
never  requested  to  do  so  by  the  defendant.  On  a  supple- 
mentary commission,  taken  to  enable  him  to  correct  his  pre- 
vious testimony,  Coleman  testified,  that  having  been  shown 
a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  certified  copy  of  an  answer  inter- 
posed by  him  in  the  cause,  he  now  thought  that  he  must  have 
appeared  therein,  and,  further,  that  he  was  requested  by  Mrs. 
Leetch  (the  defendant's  wife)  to  examine  the  notes,  or  due 
bills,  sued  on  and  see  if  they  were  correct,  but  was  not 
requested  by  Leetch  nor  authorized  to, appear.  Later  on,  in 
the  same  supplementary  deposition,  in  answer  to  a  question 
whether  he  ever  actually  appeared  in  the  cause,  he  says :  ^'  I 
have  no  recollection  of  such  appearance,  and  I  don't  believe 
I  ever  did."  Defendant  testified  that  he  never  employed, 
nor  authorized  nor  knew  of  the  employment  of,  any  attorney 
in  the  Louisiana  action  until  long  afterwards ;  that  he  owed 
plain tiflE  nothing  and  never  signed  the  notes,  or  due  bills 
sued  on  in  Louisiana. 

W.  O.  Pechhamy  Jr.^  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  record  proves  that  service  of  the  citation  was 
made  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  and  in  a  man- 
ner to  give  the  court  full  jurisdiction  to  render  a  general  judg- 
ment, in  personam^  against  the  defendant  {La.  Code  of  Prac- 
ticey  sec.  189  ^  190,  inc. ;  Maxwell  agt.  Collins^  6  Hobinson 
[Za.'jy  R.J  86  ;  WilUams  agt.  KimbaU,  8  Martin  \^N.  &],  352). 
This  attachment  was  not  a  proceeding  in  rem.  Under  such 
an  attachment  in  Louisiana  the  plaintiff  may  obtain  a  general 
judgment  in  personam  {Hill  agt.  Barman^  14  Za.,  447). 
The  judgment  and  Ji.fa.  were  general  and  not  in  rem  and 
directed  against  all  the  defendant's  property  —  not  merely  that 
attached.    The  Louisiana  court  must  be  presumed  to  have 
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known  its  powers  and  to  have  exercised  them  properly 
{Porter  agt.  Merchant^  Bank^  28  N.  Zl,  653 ;  Atkinson 
agt,  TayloTy  U.  S.  Dist.  a.  [Crabbe],  651).  The  defendant 
appeared  in  Louisiana  by  a  responsible  attorney,  as  appears 
by  the  record  of  judgment,  which  record  he  and  the  attorney 
cannot  here  impeach.  Defendant  has  for  seven  years  had  a 
remedy  to  proceed  against  the  unauthorized  attorney  or  to 
move  the  Louisiana  courts  therein  by  his  proper  course 
{Field  agt.  Gibbs^  Peieri  Cir.  CLj  155 ;  Brown  agt.  Nichols^ 
42  N.  Y.J  26).  Defendant's  counsel  relies  largely  upon  rul- 
ings in  this  state  as  to  foreign  judgments  of  divorces  obtained 
generally  by  citizens  of  this  state  who  temporarily  removed 
elsewhere,  and  whose  divorces  thus  obtained  were  afterwards 
brought  in  question  here.  Our  courts  have  certainly  held,  as 
to  such  foreign  judgments,  that  acts  thus  sought  to  be  done 
elsewhere,  infraudum  legis  (of  our  law),  cannot  later  be  used 
as  the  basis  of  legal  proceeding  in  this  state  whose  laws  were 
sought  to  be  evaded  by  its  citizens  {See  defendants  cases), 

Abbeti  <&  FvUer^  for  defendant. 

The  courts  of  this  state  will  not  respect  this  judgment 
beca\ise  the  citation  (that  is^  summons)  was  not  served  upon 
the  defendant  in  propria  persona^  because  the  defendant  was 
not  represented  in  the  action  by  an  attorney.  The  attorney's 
appearance,  if  he  appeared,  was  unauthorized,  and  tlie  defend- 
ant was  in  Texas  and  had  no  notice  of  the  suit  nor  opportunity 
to  defend,  citing  Kerr  agt.  Kerr  (41 N.  T,^  278) ;  Holmes  agt. 
Eohnes  (4  lAmsing^  388) ;  Phelps  agt.  Bak-er  (41  How.  Pr.^ 
237),  and  Thompson  agt.  Whitman  (18  WaU.y  457),  and  other 
cases. 

Yan  Hoesen,  J,  —  This  action  is  founded  upon  a  judg- 
ment recovered  in  the  state  of  Louisiana.  The  Louisiana 
suit  was  begun  and  judgment  rendered  therein  in  the  year 
1869.  At  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  for  some  time 
prior,  as  well  as  subsequent  thereto,  the  defendant  was  domi- 
ciled at  the  comer  of  Eampart  and  Terpischore  streets,  in  the 
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city  of  New  Orleans.  He  was  absent  from  home  when  the 
suit  was  begun,  and  the  citation  and  the  petition  (papers 
which  correspond  to  the  summons  and  the  complaint  of  our 
New  York  practice)  were  served  upon  him  by  the  sheriff 
leaving  a  copy  of  them  at  the  domicile  of  the  defendant,,  with 
his  (the  defendant's)  wife,  who  was  a  white  person  above  the 
age  of  fourteen  years,  and  who  dwelt  in  the  same  domicile 
with  said  defendant. 

The  return  of  the  sheriff  is  in  strict  conformity  with  the 
law  of  Louisiana,  as  expounded  by  the  courts  of  that  state 
{Sees.  189,  190,  201,  Code  of  Practice;  KendricTc  agt.  Ken- 
drick^  19  Louia.^  38). 

The  defendant,  as  has  been  said,  was  domiciled  in  Louisiana, 
and  owed  allegiance  to  that  state  and  submission  to  its  laws. 

The  manner  of  serving  process  must  necessarily  be  regu- 
lated by  every  country  for  itself;  and  if  a  state  permits 
process  to  be  served  upon  one  of  its  own  citizens  by  the 
leaving  of  it,  in  his  absence,  at  his  domicile  with  an  adult 
member  of  his  household,  that  method  of  service  is  not  so 
repugnant  to  the  principles  of  natural  justice  that  a  foreign 
tribunal  should  refuse  to  recognize  it  and  treat  a  sentence 
founded  on  it  as  a  nullity  (3  Burgees  Foreign  and  Colonial 
Law,  1056). 

A  foreign  judgment  rendered  against  a  citizen  of  the  state 
in  which  it  was  pronounced  stands  on  a  very  different  footing 
from  a  foreign  judgment  against  one  who  owed  no  allegiance 
to,  and  was  not  subject  to,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  in 
which  it  was  rendered.  The  distinction  is  perfectly  well 
settled. 

In  the  case  of  Duflor  agt.  Burlingha/m  (34  Law  Times 
Reports^  688)  the  defendant,  in  an  action  on  a  French  judg- 
ment, pleaded,  as  the  defendant  pleads  in  this  suit,  that  he 
was  not  served  with  process,  nor  had  he  notice  of  the  alleged 
action  in  France  or  the  opportunity  of  defending  himself 
according  to  the  rules  and  practice  of  the  French  courts. 
The  plea  was  held  bad  by  the  court  of  queen's  bench,  because 
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it  did  not  show  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  Frenchman, 
nor  domiciled  in  France. 

In  Marbouguet  agt.  Wise  (1  IrUh  Reports  [Common  Law 
Series']^  p,  471),  in  an  action  on  a  French  judgment,  the 
defendant  pleaded  that  he  was  absent  from  France  at  the 
beginning  and  during  the  entire  progress  of  the  French  suit ; 
that  he  was  never  served  with  a  summons,  and  that  he  had 
no  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  suit  or  any  of  its  proceedings. 
The  court  pronounced  the  plea  to  be  bad  because  the  defend- 
ant might  have  been  resident  in  France  or  might  have  had 
property  there,  or  might,  through  an  agent,  have  been  served 
with  process. 

In  Cowcm  agt.  Braidwood  (1  M.  <&  G.j  882)  the  defendant 
pleaded  to  an  action  on  a  Scotch  judgment  that  he  was  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Scotch  court  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  nor  afterwards.  Nor  did  he  know  of  the 
proceedings,  or  any  of  them,  so  that  he  could  employ  an 
attorney;  nor  did  he  appear.  The  plea  was  held  bad, 
TiNDAL,  Ch.  J.,  saying  that  the  plea  ought  to  have  alleged 
that  the  defendant  was  not  a  resident  of  Scotland,  or  that  he 
was  not  subject  to  the  laws  of  that  country,  or  that  he  had  no 
property  in  Scotland.  Manli,  J.,  said  that  the  defendant 
ought  to  have  alleged  that  the  Scotch  judgment  was  not 
binding  in  Scotland,  or  that  it  was  against  natural  justice. 

To  the  same  effect  is  Vallie  agt.  Dennergus  (4  -Ec.,  290). 
In  order  to  make  the  answer  in  this  case  sufficient,  there 
should  be  added  to  it  allegations  showing  that  the  defendant 
was  not  domiciled  in  Louisiana,  or  subject  to  the  laws  of  that 
state,  or  that  the  judgment  is  not  binding  there,  or  that  it  is 
contrary  to  natural  justice.  As  a  plea  in  bar  the  answer  is 
fatally  defective. 

It  appears  affirmatively  in  this  case  that  the  defendant  was 
a  resident  of  Louisiana  and  the  owner  of  property  in  that 
state  at  the  time  the  Louisiana  action  was  instituted.  His 
family  dwelt  in  New  Orleans  where  the  action  was  brought. 
It  is  difficult  to  see  the  ground  on  which  the  judgment. 
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though  taken  by  default,  should  be  held  invalid  by  the  courts 
of  this  state.  It  was  agreed  at  the  trial  that  the  codes  of 
Louisiana  should  be  received  as  evidence  in  the  case.  Tested 
by  the  Code  of  Practice  and  the  decisions  of  the  Louisiana 
courts,  the  service  of  process  was  sufficient  {Pode  of  Prdo- 
ticey  sees.  189,  190  and  201 ;  Kendrick  agt.  Eendrick^  19 
Zouis.y  38). 

The  only  doubt  that  can  be  raised  is  as  to  whether  a  c\(/rator 
ad  hoc  ought  not  to  have  been  appointed  before  the  default 
was  entered  against  Leetch.  Section  56  of  the  Civil  Code 
provides,  that  if  a  suit  be  instituted  against  an  absentee  who 
had  no  known  agent  in  the  state,  the  judge  before  whom  the 
suit  is  pending  shall  appoint  a  curator  ad  hoo  to  defend  the 
absentee  in  the  suit. 

Leetch  was,  it  appears,  an  absentee,  and  if  he  had  not  been 
represented  in  the  suit  by  an  attorney  at  law  the  court  would, 
doubtless,  have  required  that  a  curator  ad  hoo  should  be 
appointed.  But  even  if  that  step  had  been  omitted  the  court 
would  not,  I  think,  have  been  ousted  of  its  jurisdiction  over 
the  defendant.  It  is  unnecessary,  however,  to  discuss  that 
question,  because  I  am  satisfied  that  the  defendant  did  appear 
in  the  Louisiana  action  and  that  Mr.  Coleman  interposed  an 
answer  in  that  suit  for  the  defendant  communicated  to  him 
through  the  defendant's  wife. 

The  testimony  of  the  defendant  seems  to  me  to  amount  to 
nothing  more  than  a  denial  of  any  recollection  of  having 
employed  an  attorney  in  the  action. 

The  authority  of  the  attorney  must  be  presumed  until  it 
is  disproved  {Hays  agt.  Curry ^  9  Martin^  88  ;  Dangerfidd 
agt.  Thurstouj  8  N.  S,y  234 ;  Curry  agt.  Brenharriy  1  La. 
Ann.,  398). 

A  mere  want  of  recollection  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to 
overthrow  a  presumption  founded  upon  the  weightiest  con- 
sideration of  public  policy. 

The  testimony  of  Coleman  tends  to  show  that  he  was 
restrained  by  Mrs.  Leetch.    The  citation  was  served  upon 
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her  on  the  17th  day  of  August,  1869.  On  the  second  day 
of  November  following  the  defanlt  of  the  defendant  was 
entered.  On  the  fifth  day  of  November  Mr.  Coleman 
appeared  in  the  action,  obtained  an  order  setting  aside  the 
default  and  filed  his  answer.  On  the  seventeenth  day  of 
November  the  plaintifif  filed  a  supplemental  petition,  and  a 
citation  issued  upon  the  supplemental  petition  was,  on  the 
17th  day  of  November,  1869,  served  on  the  daughter  of  the 
defendant.  On  the  20th  day  of  December,  1869,  a  copy  of 
the  judgment  was  served  on  the  wife  of  the  defendant. 
Coleman  married  the  niece  of  Mrs.  Leetch.  It  seems  very 
improbable  that  he  officiously  meddled  with  the  suit  and 
appeared  without  any  request  to  do  so.  Mrs.  Leetch  cer- 
tainly knew  of  the  suit.  Two  months  and  a-half  elapsed 
between  the  service  of  the  citation  on  Mrs.  Leetch  and  the 
appearance  of  Mr.  Coleman  in  the  action.  A,mple  time  was 
given  to  communicate  with  the  defendant,  and  it  is  natural 
to  infer  that  Mrs.  Leetch  did  infonn  her  husband  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action.  After  reading  the  testimony  of 
the  defendant  no  surprise  will  be  felt  at  his  omission  to 
contest  the  plaintiff's  claim.  I  think  judgment  should  be 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  plaimed  in  the 
complaint. 
Verdict  for  plaintiff,  $9,107.89. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Maby  L.  Jamibson  agt.  David  F.  Jamieson. 

Divorce — Order  of  wrresi. 

An  action  by  a  wife  against  her  husband  for  a  limited  divorce  on  the 
ground  of  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  comes  within  the  definition  of 
ivjtmes  to  the  person^  mentioned  in  section  179  of  the  Code,  and  is  one 
in  which  an  order  of  arrest  can  properly  be  granted  under  the  pro- 
visions of  that  section. 

Mrst  Department^  General  Term,  Marohy  1877. 

Appeal  from  an  order  denying  motion  to  vacate  an  order 
of  arrest  or  reduce  the  amount  ($10,000)  of  the  bail.  The 
parties  are  husband  and  wife,  and  the  action  is  for  a  limited 
divorce  by  reason  of  alleged  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  of 
the  wife  by  the  husband,  and  the  order  of  arrest  was  issued 
upon  the  complaint  and  the  plaintiffs  affidavit.  The  motion 
was  made  on  the  same  papers. 

The  defendant  is  a  resident  of  this  city,  and  entirely 
solvent  and  responsible,  as  the  plaintifE  herself  states,  and 
there  was  no  proof  that  the  defendant  had  disposed  of  any  of 
his  property,  or  was  about  to  do  so,  with  intent  to  defraud  his 
creditors,  or  that  he  was  about  to  remove  from  this  state. 

R.  W.  Townsendy  attorney,  and  A.  R.  Dyettj  of  counsel,  for 
appellant. 

The  order  of  arrest  was  unauthorized.  The  cause  of 
action,  though  "not  arising  out  of  contract,"  is  not  "for 
the  recovery  of  damages,"  as  required  by  subdivision  1  of  sec- 
tion 179  of  the  Code.    If  it  were,  the  defendant  is  neither  a 
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non-resident  of  the  state,  nor  "  about  to  remove  therefrom,"  as 
required  by  the  same  subdivision.  This  is  not  an  action  for 
injury  to  person  or  character,  or  for  "  injuring  or  wrongfully 
taking,  detaining  or  converting  property."  {^d.)  Indeed, 
by  the  true  construction  of  section  179,  the  action  must  be 
for  the  recovery  of  damages  in  such  an  action.  It  should  be 
i*ead  :  "  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  damages  *  *  * 
where  the  action  is  for  an  injury  to  the  person  or  character," 
&c.  Subdivision  3  confirms  this  construction.  This  action 
is  for  a  limited  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  a  well-defined 
and  distihct  cause  of  action,  under  the  Revised  Statutes. 
There  can  be  no  pretense  that  the  order  of  arrest  can  be  sus- 
tained under  subdivisions  2,  3  or  4  of  section  179,  nor  under 
subdivision  6,  as  amended  by  the  Laws  of  1875,  chapter  28, 
nor  yet  under  subdivision  5.  The  plaintiff  is  not  a  creditor 
of  the  defendant.  If  she  were,  tlie  disposition  of  any  part  of 
his  property,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  is  not 
alleged,  much  less  is  it  proved  {Flour  City  Bank  agt.  JETaU, 
33  ffow.j  1 ;  Pacific  M.  Ins.  Co,  agt.  Machadoy  16  Ahh,^  451 ; 
MoUer  agt.  Azna/i\  11  Ahh.  [N.  S,\  233 ;  Wickes  agt.  Har- 
mon^ 12  -45J.,  476).  The  plaintiff  relies  on  a  dictum  of  judge 
Baoon,  in  Mcintosh  agt.  Mcintosh  (12  Hmo.  Pr.^  290),  in 
which  he  intimites  that  an  action  like  this  may  be  classed 
with  "  injuries  with  or  without  force  to  person  and  property, 
or  either,"  under  section  167  of  the  Code,  relative  to  joinder 
of  actions.  The  question  in  that  case  was,  whether  a  cause 
of  action  for  a  limited  divorce  for  cruel  and  inhuman  treat- 
ment might  be  joined  with  one  for  an  absolute  divorce  for 
adultery,  and  the  judge  decided  that  they  could  not  be  joined. 
It  was  argued  that  they  could  be  joined,  because  they  might 
both  be  classed  as  "  injuries  with  or  without  force  to  the 
person,"  under  section  167,  and  the  judge  gave  the  intima- 
tion just  mentioned,  at  the  same  time,  in  the  next  sentence, 
saying  that  the  provisions  of  section  167  were  intended  to 
apply  to  actions  known  as  actions  at  law,  and  not  to  actions 
of  equitable  cognizance.  The  judge  was  entirely  right  in 
Vol.  Lin  15 
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this,  and  the  actions  specified  in  subdivision  1  of  section  179 
as  actions  for  "injuries  to  the  person"  were  also  intended  to  . 
designate  what  were  known  as  actions  at  law  under  that 
nomen  generale.  We  may,  however,  concede  that  the  decis- 
ion of  judge  Bacon  was  correct,  but  it  does  not  follow 
that  this  action  falls  within  the  same  classification  in  sec- 
tion 179.  Nor  can  this  order  of  arrest  be  sustained  as  a 
ne  exeat  It  purports  to  be  and  is  an  order  of  arrest,  tinder 
section  179  of  the  Code.  A  ne  exeat  is  a  writ,  and  not 
an  order.  The  command  of  a  w^  exeat  is  to  take  from  the 
defendant  security  that  he  will  not  go  nor  attempt  to  go  into 
parts  without  the  state  without  leave  of  the  court  {Barb. 
Chan.  Prao.^  vol,  2,  j!?.  619),  and  the  bail  bond  is  to  the  same 
effect  {Id.^  520).  The  command  of  this  order  is  in  con- 
formity to  section  179,  and  that  requires  bail  to  "  render  him-  . 
self  amenable  to  the  process  of  the  court  during  the  pendency  / 
of  the  action,  and  to  such  as  may  be  issued  to  enforce  the 
judgment  herein."  {Code^  sec.  187;  Bushndl  agt.  Buehnelly 
15  Barh,y  403, 404.)  The  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  bail  are 
different.  A  writ  of  ne  exeat  cannot  be  issued  unless  upon 
positive  proof  that  the  defendant  is  about  to  leave  the  state 
or  threatens  to  do  so,  and  that  thereby  the  plaintiff  is  in  dan- 
ger of  losing  his  debt  or  demand.  There  is  no  such  proof 
here  ;  indeed  no  allegation  of  any  such  thing  (  Woodward  agt. 
Schatzel,  3  Johns.  CL,  412;  Beames"  Ne  Exea;t^  25,  33,  34; 
Mattocks  agt.  Tremaine^  3  Johns.  Ch.^  75 ;  BushnelX  agt. 
BtLshneU^  15  Barb.,  399;  Forrest  agt.  Forrest,  10  id.,  46). 
If  the  court  sustain  the  order  of  arrest,  the  amount  in  which 
the  defendant  is  held  to  bail  should  be  reduced.  It  is  excess- 
ive. One  thousand  dollars  we  suggest  as  a  proper  amount, 
leaving  the  court,  however,  to  fix  such  amount  as  may  be 
deemed  proper.  The  defendant  is  a  resident  of  the  city,  and 
solvent,  and  responsible.  It  is  not  probable  that  if  the  plain- 
tiff succeed  she  will  be  allowed  alimony  to  an  amount  suffi- 
cient to  call  for  so  large  an  amount  of  bail  as  $10,000.  The 
order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  and  the  original 
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motion  granted  vacating  the  order  of  arrest,  or  in  any  event 
redacing  the  bail  to  say  $1,000,  with  costs,  and  costs  and  dis- 
bursements of  this  appeal. 

Robert  W,  HawTcsworth^  attorney,  and  Jiastics  S.  Hansom, 
of  counsel,  for  respondent. 

The  defendant  must  be  held  to  admit  the  truth  of  all 
the  plaintiff's  allegations  set  out  in  her  papers  handed 
upon  her  application  for  the  defendant's  arrest.  This  young 
woman  discloses  inhumanities  and  cruelties  committed  by 
this  defendant  which  entitle  him  to  the  execration  of  even 
a  barbarian.  He  takes  the  broad  ground  here  that  it  is 
true  he  has  been  the  cruel  and  contemptible  wretch  that 
his  young  wife,  after  much  patient  suffering,  has  been  obliged 
to  reveal  to  the  court,  but  nevertheless  he  says:  "There  is 
no  law  in  an  action  such  as  this  to  secure  to  my  outraged  wife 
my  attendance  upon  the  process  of  this  court,  although  I  have 
been  guilty  of  the  most  atrocious  cruelties  and  I  am  liable  to 
my  wife  for  a  sufficient  sum  to  support  her  and  her  child, 
still  there  is  no  law  that  can  secure  that  to  her.  I  may  go 
away,  and  carry  all  my  bonds,  etc.,  in  my  pocket,  and  thus 
leave  my  wife  to  live  or  die.  Whether  she  gets  bread  is  no 
concern  of  mine."  All  this  the  defendant  admits,  but  under 
the  advice  of  able  and  skillful  counsel,  who  has  tried  to  make 
the  law  for  his  client,  he  seriously  contemplates  escaping  from 
arrest,  although  richly  deserving  imprisonment  for  a  term  of 
years,  solely  on  the  ground  that  there  is  no  law  in  the  state  of 
New  York  that  can  be  held  to  authorize  an  arrest  of  a  defend- 
ant in  a  case  for  limited  divorce.  This  was  the  ground  taken 
in  the  court  below,  and  it  is  the  only  ground  that  can  be 
taken  here.  Under  the  old  system  a  husband  might  have 
been,  and  frequently  was,  arrested  in  actions  for  limited 
divorce  by  writ  of  ne  exeat  The  object  of  that  writ  was  to 
secure  the  person  of  the  defendant,  that  he  might  be  com- 
pelled to  obey  the  judgment  of  the  court.  The  plaintiff  in 
this  action  demands  alimony,  and  if  it  should  be  held  that 
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the  married  women's  statutes  of  this  state  give  her  do  rights 
or  remedies  which  she  did  not  possess  before  the  passage  of 
those  statutes,  it  is  even  then  clear  that  she  has  the  right  to 
the  order  sought  to  be  vacated.  Under  the  old  system  she 
might  sue  her  husband  in  the  court  of  chancery,  and  having 
that  right  she  was  considered  independent  of  her  husband, 
and  she  was  held  to  be  permitted  to  enjoy  the  rights  of  a 
party  {Bv^hndl  agt.  BushnM^  15  Ba/rh.^  399 ;  Denton  agt. 
Denton^  1  Johns.  Ch.^  Ml).  In  this  last  case  the  chancellor 
held  the  defendant  to  bail  in  $10,000.  Arguing  from  the 
principle  established  by  this  case,  viz.,  that  the  wife  is  a  party, 
and  as  such  entitled  to  all  the  rights  of  a  party,  it  seems  very 
clear  that  any  remedy,  provisional  or  otherwise,  which  a  party 
plaintiff  may  have  under  existing  law,  shall  not  be  denied  to 
her.  It  has  been  held  over  and  over  again  that  the  wife  may 
have  a  writ  of  ne  exeat,  and  these  decisions  considered  and 
overruled  the  objection  that  because  the  action  was  by  her, 
as  plaintiff,  the  writ  could  not  issue  (Denton  agt.  Denton, 
supra).  The  writ  of  ne  exeat  was  and  still  is  a  provisional 
remedy.  I  know  of  no  law  since  the  Code  which  has  taken 
from  the  wife  any  riglits  or  remedies  which  she  had  before 
the  Code.  On  the  contrary,  she  has  been,  so  far  as  her  prop- 
erty and  personal  rights  are  concerned,  effectually  separated 
from  her  husband  by  the  enabling  acts,  and  many  cases  con- 
struing those  acts  sustain  my  position.  My  point  is  this, 
that  if,  before  the  Cede,  a  party  plaintiff  could  have  had  a 
provisional  remedy,  as  for  instance  an  order  of  arrest  of  the 
defendant,  that  even  then  the  wife,  in  a  suit  against  her  hus- 
band for  a  divorce,  would  be  entitled  to  the  same  remedy.  I 
conclude,  therefoi*e,  that  even  before  the  enabling  acts,  under 
the  old  system,  the  wife  in  a  suit  against  her  husband  for 
divorce  was  clearly  entitled  to  any  provisional  remedy  obtain- 
able by  a  party  under  that  system.  Under*  section  179  of 
the  Code,  subdivision  1,  in  an  action  not  arising  out  of  con- 
tract, where  the  action  is  for  an  injury  to  the  person  or  char- 
acter, the  defendant  may  be  arrested.    By  this  statute  we 
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find  a  party  plaintiff  has  a  remedy  created  by  the  statute. 
Arguing  from  the  proposition  as  stated  in  the  first  point, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  about  the  wife's  right  to  the  remedy 
provided  for  by  this  section,  in  an  action  for  divorce  upon  the 
ground  of  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment,  which,  as  in  this  case, 
consists  mostly  of  injuries  to  her  person,  to  wit,  assaults  and 
batteries.  The  wife  has  now  the  right  to  sue  her  husband  in 
an  action  at  law  for  an  injury  to  her  property  ( Whitney  agt. 
Whitney y  49  Ba/rh.^  322).  Before  the  Code  she  might  have 
maintained  a  suit  in  equity  against  him  for  the  protection  of 
her  property  and  to  sustain  him  from  its  improper  use  or 
destruction  {Freethy  agt.  Freethy^  42  Barb.,  641).  And  she 
had  her  right  of  action  in  equity  against  him  for  injuries  to 
her  person,  and  on  proving  such  injuries  as  the  plaintiff  here 
alleges  she  was  entitled  to  her  relief,  viz. :  Separation,  sup-, 
port  and  costs.  Now  the  Code  abolished  the  distinction 
between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity,  and  abolished  all 
the  forms  of  such  actions.  There  is  now  but  one  form  of 
action  for  the  redress  of  private  wrongs  {Code^  sees,  69,  140). 
Before  the  Code  the  wife  must  have  sought  her  relief  in  a 
court  of  equity.  Now  she  can  obtain  it  by  ordinary  proceed- 
ings according  to  the  practice  of  the  court.  Now  the  wife 
has  only  to  state  the  facts  which  constitnte  her  cause  of 
action  and  demand  the  relief  she  is  entitled  to  {Code^  sec.  142). 
If  she  has  the  right  to  sue,  it  is  very  clear  that  under  the  Code 
she  is  entitled  to  all  the  remedies  any  plaintiff  would  be  enti- 
tled to.  I  have  no  doubt  but  that  she  might  sue  her  husband 
for  damages  for  an  assault  and  battery,  and  if  she  proved  her 
allegations  of  such  injuries  to  her  person  she  could  recover. 
If  she  could  sue  and  recover,  she  would  be  entitled  to  an  order 
of  arrest.  As  the  writ  of  n^  exeat  has  not  been  abolished, 
and  that  will  be  conceded,  I  think,  the  Code  has  given  the 
wife  in  such  an  action  as  this,  where  she  alleges  and  proves,  as 
she  has  done  here,  the  most  outrageous,  unprovoked,  cruel 
and  inhuman  assaults  and  batteries,  a  new  remedy.  Her 
rights  have  been  increased.    She  has  now  greater  protection 
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and  can  better  secure  the  obedience  of  her  husband  to  the 
judgment  and  decrees  of  the  court.  Is  it' possible  that  the 
law  furnishes  the  wife  protection  to  her  property,  but  denies 
it  to  her  person?  Can  it  be  that  for  blows  and  bruises 
received  at  the  hands  of  a  brutal  husband  she  has  no  relief 
against  him  in  law,  but  that  for  such  an  outrage  upon  her 
hoi*8e  she  might,  in  an  action  at  law,  mulct  him  in  damages. 
Finally,  I  submit  that  the  question  now  under  consideration 
has  been  regarded  by  this  court,  and  an  eminent  judge  has 
given  his  opinion,  that  an  action  for  a  limited  divorce,  on  the 
ground  of  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment,  clearly  comes  within 
the  definition  of  injuries  to  the  person  mentioned  in  section 
179  of  the  Code.  Mr.  Wait,  in  his  excellent  work  on  prac- 
tice, also  subscribes  to  this  doctrine  (1  Wait  Pr.^  609 ;  Moln- 
tosh  agt.  Mcintosh,  12  How.,  289). 

Davis,  P.  J,  —  This  is  an  action,  under  the  statute,  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  against  her  husband  for  a  separation  from 
bed  and  board  forever.  The  statute  provides  that  the  separa- 
tion may  be  decreed  for  the  following,  amongst  other  causes : 
First,  **  the  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  by  the  husband 
of  his  wife ; "  and,  second,  "  such  conduct  on  the  part  of  the 
husband  towards  his  wife  as  may  render  it  unsafe  and 
improper  for  her  to  cohabit  with  him."  The  complaint  in 
this  action,  and  the  affidavit  on  which  the  order  of  arrest  is 
made,  stand  undenied,  and  they  establish  the  most  cruel  acts 
of  personal  injuries  and  violence  often  repeated,  accompanied 
by  threats  against  the  life  of  the  plaintiff,  under  such  circum- 
stances as  make  it  entirely  clear  that  she  is  entitled  to  the 
relief  prayed  for,  to  wit,  a  permanent  separation,  and  proper 
provision  for  the  support  of  herself  and  infant  child. 

The  only  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  action  is  one 
in  which  an  order  of  arrest  can  properly  be  made  under  the 
provisions  of  section  179  of  the  Code  ?  This  question 
depends  upon  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  first  sub- 
division of  that  section. 
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That  subdivision  provides  for  an  arrest  upon  several  causes 
of  action.  First,  in  an  ^action  for  the  recovery  of  damages 
on  a  caase  of  action  not  arising  upon  contract,  when  the 
defendant  is  not  a  resident  of  the  State,  oris  about  to  remove 
therefrom;  and,  second,  where  the  action  is  for  an  injnrj  to 
person  or  character,  or  for  injuring  or  wrongfully  taking, 
detaining  or  converting  property.  The  action  is  not  within 
the  first  of  these  classes,  because  it  is  not  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  damages  on  the  cause  of  action  therein  described, 
and  to  bring  it  within  the  second,  it  is  apparent  that  it  liiust 
be  an  action  for  an  "  injury  to  person,"  because  it  is  clearly 
not  one  of  either  of  the  other  wrongs  named  in  that  clause. 

If  it  be  an  action  for  injury  to  person,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  other  section,  there  seems  to  us  no  difficulty  in  uphold- 
ing the  order,  for  in  that  case  the  part  of  section  179  under 
consideration  would  be  read,  for  the  purposes  of  this  motion, 
as  though  it  were  in  the  following  words :  "  The  defendant 
may  be  arrested  as  hereinafter  described  *  *  *  where  the 
action  is  for  an  injury  to  person." 

In  Mcintosh  agt.  Mcintosh  (12  How.j  289)  the  court  said, 
in  substance,  that  an  action  for  a  limited  divorce  on  the 
gronnd  of  cruel  treatment  is  an  action  for  an  injury  to  the 
person ;  and  it  was  there  held  that  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Code  such  a  cause  of  action  could  not  be  joined  with  one 
for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery.  This  was  following 
Smith  agt.  Smith  (4  Paige^  92),  where  the  chancellor  held 
that  those  two  causes  of  action  could  not  be  united  in  a  bUl 
in  equity. 

The  right  of  arrest  under  section  179  does  not  depend 
upon  the  question  whether  the  action  is  an  equitable  or  a 
purely  legal  one,  ^ 

Section  2  of  the  C!ode  defines  an  action  to  be  an  ordinary 
proceeding  in  a  court  of  justice  by  which  a  party  prosecutes 
another  for  the  enforcement  or  protection  of  a  right,  the 
redress  or  prevention  of  a  wrong,  or  the  punishment  of  a 
public  offense;  and  the  word  "  action,"  wherever  used  in  the 
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Code  of  Procedure,  must  be  construed  with  respect  to  this 
definition.  Within  that  definition,  •  this  is  very  clearly  an 
action  for  the  redress  and  prevention  of  a  wrong;  and  the 
fact  that  the  remedy  is  to  be  pursued  in  an  equitable  form  of 
procedure  does  not  change  the  nature  of  the  action  itself, 
nor  does  the  relief  sought  have  that  effect. 

The  relief  in  this  case  must  be  strictly  equitable,  but  there 
is  nothing  inconsistent  between  that  and  the  fact  that  the 
action  is  for  an  injury  to  the  person.  The  cause  of  action  as 
alleged  in  the  complaint  and  affidavit,  and  as  required  by  the 
statute  relating  to  divorces  of  this  kind,  springs  out  of  direct 
personal  injury  by  the  husband  of  his  wife,  which  must  be 
of  such  character  as  to  prove  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment, 
or  such  conduct  on  his  part  as  to  render  it  unsafe  and 
improper  for  her  to  cohabit  with  him.  In  this  case,  upon 
the  facts  alleged,  the  acts  of  the  husband  were,  in  part,  crim- 
inal assaults  and  batteries,  frequently  repeated,  and  which 
inflicted  serious  injuries  on  the  person  of  the  plaintiflF. 

These  injuries  gave  her  the  right  of  action  for  the  remedies 
which  she  now  pursues,  and  we  think  her  cause  of  action 
may  be  properly  described,  in  the  language  of  the  Code,  as 
one  for  an  injury  to  the  person.  If  so,  the  right  to  arrest  the 
defendant  is  given  by  section  179  of  the  Code,  upon  showing 
that  the  cause  of  action  exists  in  the  manner  described  in 
another  section  of  the  Code. 

Under  the  former  system  the  plaintiffs  remedy  must 
have  been  pursued  by  bill  in  equity,  and  by  showing  a  state 
of  facts  required  by  the  practice  in  chancery,  the  plaintiff 
could  have  procured  the  defendant  to  be  arrested  and  held 
to  bail  upon  a  writ  of  ne  exeat.  That  remedy  still  exists  in 
such  cases,  but  does  not  prevent  the  use  of  any  other  pro- 
visional remedy  given  by  the  Code.  Upon  careful  consider- 
ation, we  have  concluded,  contrary  io  our  first  impressions, 
that  the  order  of  arrest  in  this  case  can  lawfully  be  upheld. 

The  case,  as  presented  to  us,  is  one  in  which  this  remedy 
should  be  permitted  to  be  granted,  if  it  can  be  in  any  case  of 
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this  character.  So  far  as  relates  to  the  motion  to  reduce  the 
amonnt  of  bail,  we  think  there  was  no  error  in  denying  the 
motion.  The  plaintiff's  property  is  shown  to  be  entirely 
personal,  consisting  of  securities  of  various  kinds,  and  to 
amount  to  about  $30,000. 

The  relief  granted  to  the  wife  and  child,  if  the  facts  which 
we  are  now  to  assume  to  be  true  are  satisfactorily  established, 
may  not  improperly  reach  an  amount  equal  to  the  security 
required  on  this  arrest. 

The  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  and 
disbursements. 

Bbady  and  Dakielb,  JJ.,  concur. 
Vol.  LIII  16 
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New  York  Guaranty  and  Indemnity  Co.  agt.  Gleason  et  al. 


N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

New  Tobk  Guabanty  and  Indemnity  Company  agt.  Valbn- 

TiNB  Gleason  et  al. 

Imprisoned  debtor — AppUeaUon  far  discharge — good  cause  why  shotUd  not 

he  granted. 

No  execution  against  the  body  of  any  party  shall  issue  while  there  is  an 
execution  against  his  property  not  returned.  The  official  return  of  an 
execution  against  property,  unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part,  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  final  process  against  the  person. 

Where  it  appears  that  the  applicants  were  arrested  on  June  5, 1875,  that 
Judgment  against  them  and  their  co-defendants  was  entered  January 
8, 1876,  and  execution  against  property  was  thereupon  issued,  which  is 
still  outstanding ;  that  plaintiff  has  endeavored  to  procure  the  return  of 
such  execution  by  a  rule  against  the  late  sheriff  to  whom  it  was  issued, 
but  that  the  motion  was  denied  on  the  ground  that  a  warrant  of  attcu^h- 
ment  was  issued  in  the  action  on  the  1st  of  November,  1878  and  levied 
on  property  that  appeared  to  belong  to  defendants  or  some  of  them ; 
that,  prior  to  the  receipt  of  such  warrant  by  the  sheriff,  he  had  levied 
upon  the  same  property  under  and  by  virtue  of  other  warrants  of 
attachment  issued  against  the  said  defendants  or  some  of  them,  in 
actions  wliich  are  still  pending  and  at  issue,  but  which  have  not  yet 
been  brought  to  trial ;  and  that  until  the  validity  and  effect  of  such 
prior  attachments  have  been  ascertained  and  determined  by  the  rendi- 
tion of  judgments  in  such  other  actions,  it  cannot  be  known  whether 
the  proceeds  of  the  property  attached,  or  any  part  thereof,  will  be 
applicable  to  the  execution  herein. 

Held,  that  such  a  state  of  facts  is  *'  good  cause  shown  "  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  why  the  defendants  should  not  be  discharged  from 
custody  on  account  of  the  plaintiff's  neglect  to  charge  him  in  execution 
within  three  months  after  the  entry  of  judgment. 

The  mere  omission  to  issue  execution  against  the  person  within  the  time 
limited  does  not  constitute  the  condition  upon  which  the  exercise  of  the 
power  to  discharge  an  imprisoned  debtor  from  custody  depends.     To 

^  warrant  the  invocation  of  such  power,  or  its  interposition,  there  must 
have  been  a  negligent  omission  to  issue  such  execution.    There  can  be ' 
no  possibility  of  neglecting  to  do  that  which  cannot  be  done. 

Special  Terra^  Jtme^  1877. 
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Application  by  the  defeDdants,  judgment  debtors,  in 
actual  custody  under  the  order  of  arrest,  for  their  discharge 
from  imprisonment  pursuant  to  section  288  of  the  Code,  on 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  has  neglected  to  issue  execution 
against  the  persons  of  such  defendants  for  more  than  three 
months  since  the  entry  of  judgment.   ' 

Arnold  Elliott  dk  White,  for  plaintiff ;  R.  G.  Elliott,  of 
counsel. 

Code,  section  288,  provides  for  the  execution  against  the 
person  after  the  return  of  an  execution  against  the  prop- 
erty unsatisfied,  in  whole  or  in  part.  And  the  same  sec- 
tion provides  for  the  present  motion  for  a  discharge,  &c., 
unless  good  cause  to  the  contrary  be  shown.  Execution 
against  the  property  must  first  be  returned  {Hutchins  agt. 
Brand,  5  Seld.  [9  Jf.  F.],  p.  208;  Fake  agt.  Etlffer- 
ton,  3  Ahb.  Pr.,  p.  229).  It  is  irregular  to  issue  an  execu- 
tion against  the  body  before  the  execution  against  the  prop- 
erty is  retunied  {Hall  agt.  Ayer,  19  J3ow.  Pr.,  p.  92).  In 
Whittaker's  Practice  {Sd  ed,,  volume  2,  page  649),  he  says 
there  can  be  no  question  that  in  all  cases  the  fact  of  the  issu- 
ing and  return  of  a  previous  execution  ought  to  appear  upon 
the  face  of  the  process.  The  statute  (2  JS.  S.,  556,  sees.  36 
and  37  [Banks^  6th  ed.,  vol.  S,pp.  870,  871,  seoe.  38  and  39]) 
provides,  that  if  defendant  is  in  custody  plaintiff  shall  charge 
him  within  three  months ;  or  if  execution  against  the  prop- 
erty shall  have  been  issued  within  three  months  after  the 
return  of  such  execution,  and  if  plaintiff  neglect  defendant 
may  be  discharged,  unless  good  cause  to  the  contrary  be 
shown.  And  the  statute  (2  B.  S.,  364,  sees.  4  and  5  [Banks* 
5th  ed'.,  vol.  3,  p.  643])  provides  {sec.  5),  "  if  defendant  be 
imprisoned  on  execution  in  another  case,  or  upon  process  in 
the  same  action,  &c.,  an  execution  may  issue  against  his  body 
without  any  previous  execution  against  his  property."  And 
section  6  provides,  that  execution  against  the  body  or 
against  the  property  may  issue  at  the  same  time  to  sherifib  of 
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different  counties,  but  no  execution  against  the  body  of  any 
party  shall  issue  while  there  is  an  execution  against  his  prop- 
erty not  returned ;  nor  shall  execution  against  his  property 
issue  while  execution  against  his  body  is  unreturned,  unless 
by  order  of  the  court.  Section  291  of  the  Code  provides 
that  the  existing  provisions  of  law  not  in  conflict  with  that 
chapter  relating  to  executions,  &c.  {chapter  1  of  tiUe  9,  which 
relates  to  executions),  shall  apply  to  the  executions  prescribed 
by  that  chapter.  And  any  provisions  in  that  article  not  con- 
sistent with  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  must  give  way  to  the 
same.     The  application  should  be  denied. 

A.  H.  Purdj/y  for  defendants;  Vedder  Van  Dyck^  of 
counsel. 

Sanford,  J.  —  Separate  applications  are  made,  in  this  case, 
on  behalf  of  the  defendants  Valentine  Gleason  and  Andrew 
L.  Roberts,  judgment  debtors  in  actual  custody,  under  an 
order  of  arrest,  for  their  discharge  from  imprisonment  pursu- 
ant to  section  288  of  the  Code,  on  the  ground  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  neglected  to  issue  execution  against  the  persons  of 
such  defendants  for  more  than  three  months  since  the  entry 
of  juagment. 

Under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  defendants  are  not 
entitled  to  their  discharge,  unless  (1)  there  has  been  laches 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  not  charging  them  in  execution 
within  the  specified  period;  nor  even  then  if  (2)  "good 
cause  to  the  contrary  be  shown."  It  will  be  observed  that  the 
mere  omission  to  issue  execution  against  the  person  within 
the  time  limited  does  not  constitute  the  condition  upon  which 
the  exercise  of  the  power  to  discharge  from  custody  depends. 
To  warrant  the  invocation  of  such  power,  or  its  interposition, 
there  must  have  been  a  negligent  omission  to  issue  such  exe- 
cution. The  language  of  the  statute  is,  "if  the  plaintiff 
shall  neglect  to  enter  judgment  in  the  action,  within  one 
month  after  it  is  in  his  power  to  do  SOy  or  shall  neglect  to 
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issue  execution  against  the  person  of  such  defendant  within 
three  months  after  the  entry  of  judgment,  such  defendant 
may,  on  his  motion,  be  discharged  trom  custody  *  *  * 
unless  a  good  cause  to  the  contrary  be  shown."  To  neglect 
and  to  omit  are  not  synonymous  terms.  There  may  be  an 
omission  to  perform  An  act  or  condition  which  is  altogether 
involuntary  and  inevitable ;  but  neglect  to  perform  must  be 
either  voluntary  or  inadvertent.  To  neglect  is  "  to  omit  by 
carelessness  or  design "  (  Webster* %  Dictionary)^  not  from 
necessity,  and  there  can,  therefore,  be  no  possibility  of  neglect- 
ing to  do  that  which  cannot  be  done. 

It  appears  in  this  case  that  the  applicants  were  arrested  on 
the  5th  of  June,  1875 ;  that  judgment  against  them  and  their 
co-defendants  was  entered  January  8,  1876,  for  $91,015.35. 
That  execution  against  property  was  thereupon  issued,  which 
is  still  ontstanding ;  that  the  plaintiff  has  endeavored  to  pro- 
cure the  return  of  such  execution,  by  a  rule  against  the  late 
sheriff  to  whom  it  was  issued,  but  that  the  motion  was  denied 
on  the  ground  that  a  warrant  of  attachment  was  issued  in 
this  action,  on  the  1st  November,  1873,  and  levied  on  prop- 
erty that  appeared  to  belong  to  the  defendants  or  some  of 
them ;  that,  prior  to  the  receipt  of  such  warrant  by  the  sheriff, 
he  had  levied  upon  the  same  property  under  and  by  virtue  of 
other  warrants  of  attachments  issued  against  the  said  defend- 
ants or  some  of  them,  in  actions  which  are  still  pending  and 
at  issue,  but  which  have  not  yet  been  brought  to  trial ;  and 
that,  until  the  validity  and  effect  of  such  prior  attachments 
have  been  ascertained  and  determined  \>y  the  rendition  of 
judgment-s  in  such  other  actions,  it  cannot  be  known  whether 
the  proceeds  of  the  property  attached,  or  any  part  thereof, 
will  be  applicable  to  the  execution  issued  herein. 

The  section  of  the  Code  now  under  consideration  impliedly 
prohibits  the  issue  of  an  execution  against  the  person  of  a 
judgment  debtor,  while  an  execution  against  his  property  is 
outstanding,  and  authorizes  the  more  stringent  remedy,  only 
when  the  more  lenient  one  has  proved  ineffective.    The 
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official  return  of  an  execution  against  property  unsatisfied  in 
whole  or  in  part,  is  thus  made  a  condition  precedent  to  final 
process  against  the  person. 

Of  course,  the  plaintiff  has  no  control  over  such  other 
actions,  and  cannot  intervene  to  procure  their  trial  or  dis- 
missal. The  defendants  may  bring  them  on,  or  may  apply 
for  a  dismissal  thereof  for  want  of  prosecution,  whenever 
they  see  fit. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  cannot  be  claimed  that  the 
plaintiff  has  been  guilty  of  laches  in  not  charging  the  defend- 
ants in  execution  within  three  months  after  the  entry  of  judg- 
ment. No  neglect  can  be  imputed  to  the  plaintiff  in  omitting 
to  do  that  which  cannot  be  done.  There  can  be  no  default 
in  law  where  the  law  prohibited  performance  {The  People 
agt.  BarHstt,  3  HiU,  571 ;  People  agt.  Tubls,  37  N.  T.,  586). 

But  the  right  of  the  judgment  debtor  to  his  discharge, 
even  in  case  of  laches  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  is  not 
absolute.  In  such  cases,  he "  may  *  *  *  be  discharged 
from  custody  by  the  court,  *  *  *  unless  good  cause  to 
the  contrary  be  shown." 

In  an  analogous  case  (Desisles  agt.  Cline,  4  Pobtj  645), 
this  court,  at  special  term,  on  a  similar  application,  made 
under  2  Revised  Statutes,  556,  sections  36,  37,  held  plain- 
tiff's  ignorance  of  the  fact  that  defendant  had  been  sur- 
rendered by  his  bail  to  be  "  good  cause,"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute,  against  the  defendant's  discharge  from  custody 
by  superaedeaSj  on  account  of  the  plaintiff's  neglect  to 
charge  him  in  execution  within  three  months  after  such 
surrender.  As  it  was  within  the  power  of  the  plaintiff  so 
to  charge  the  defendant,  and  as  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  get  the  benefit  of  various  relieving  acts,  the  court,  in  that 
case,  made  an  alternative  order  requiring  execution  to  be 
issued  against  defendant's  person  within  ten  days,  or  that  a 
avperaedeas  be  allowed  {See^  cUsOy  Minium  agt.  Phelps  3  «/. 
R,,  446). 

It  is  urged  that,  by  waiving  the  attachment  issued  herein, 
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the  plaintiff  might  have  enabled  the  sheriff  to  return  the 
execntion  against  .property,  but  that,  by  insisting  thereon,  the 
plaintiff  became  responsible  for  the  delay,  and  should  be 
estopped  from  taking  advantage  of  an  obstacle  interposed 
by  itself.  But  the  exhaustion  of  the  legal  remedy  against 
his  property,  before  a  resort  to  final  process  against  his 
person,  seems  to  have  been  imposed  by  the  legislature  as  a 
condition  in  the  interest  of  the  judgment  debtor ;  and  the 
corresponding  right  to  exhaust  such  remedy,  without  preju- 
dice to  preliminary  process,  before  issuing  final  process 
•against  the  person,  must  have  been  intended  to  be  conferred 
upon  the  creditor.  The  object  of  the  statute  in  allowing  a 
mpersedeas  was,  doubtless,  to  compel  an  election  between  the 
body  and  the  goods  of  the  defendant ;  but  the  fact  that  an 
exhaustion  of  the  legal  remedy  against  property  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  remedy  against  the  person,  seems  to  be  con- 
clusive against  requiring  such  election  to  be  made  before  the 
l^al  remedy  against  property  has  been  fully  exhausted.  It 
cannot  be  deemed  to  have  been  exhausted  while  the  lien  of 
an  attachment,  to- which  an  execution  against  property  relates, 
remains  unenforced.  The  existence  of  such  a  lien,  the  ina- 
bility of  the  plaintiff  to  secure  its  immediate  enforcement, 
and  the  necessity  of  its  abandonment  in  order  to  secure  the 
return  of  an  execution  against  property,  and  the  consequent 
right  of  resort  to  final  process  against  the  person,  within 
three  months  after  the  entry  of  judgment,  seem  to  me  to  be 
"  good  cause  "  for  denying  the  defendants'  motion  for  their 
discharge  from  custody. 

Each  motion  must,  therefore,  be  denied,  with  ten  dollars 
costs. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 
In  the  Matteb  of  Walter  Bbadt. 

In^msoned  debtor  —  AppUeatian  far  discharge  —  meamng  cf  *'just  and 
fair" — toTiat  must  be  sfumm  to  prevent  discharge — 2  B.  8.,  chap.  6,  iU.  1, 
art,  6, — Appeal. 

m 

On  an  application  by  an  imprisoned  debtor  for  his  discharge,  under  U(U  1, 
chapter  6,  article  6  of  part  2  of  the  Eemsed  Statutes,  the  discharge  will 
not  be  granted,  where  the  debtor  has  been  guilty  of  the  acts  which  he  is 
required  to  negative  by  the  oath  prescribed  by  the  statute;  and  it  is 
enough  to  show  that  the  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  are  not 
just  and  fair,  if  the  creditor  establishes  on  the  hearing  that  the  debtor 
has  disposed  of,  or  made  over,  any  part  of  his  property  with  intent  to 
injure  or  defraud  any  of  his  creditors,  although  such  acts  were  com- 
mitted before  the  commencement  of  the  action  in  which  he  is  imprisoned, 
provided  they  are  shown,  also,  to  be  so  far  connected  with  the  action  as 
to  be  the  grounds  upon  which  the  order  for  his  imprisonment  therein 
was  based.  (Per  Eabl,  J.;  Folgbr,  Rafallo  and  Andrews,  JJ,, 
concurring.) 

The  provisions  of  the  act,  which  in  effect  forbid  such  dischai^,  if  the 
debtor  has  fraudulently  disposed  of  his  property,  or  in  case  his  proceed- 
ings have  not  been^'t^s^  and  f air ,  contain  no  limitation  as  to  time,  and  it 
is  immaterial  whether  a  fraud  upon  his  creditors  is  perpetrated  before 
his  imprisonment  in  execution,  pT  intermediate  the  arrest  and  examina- 
tion.  (Per  Earl,  J.;  Folger,  Rafallo  and  Andrews,  JJ.  ,  concurring,) 

An  appeal  lies  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court,  from  an  order  of 
the  special  term,  discharging  a  petitioner  from  imprisonment  on  execu- 
tion. It  is  a  special  proceeding,  as  defined  by  sections  1,  2  and  3  of  the 
Code,  but  such  order  is  not  final  and  conclusive  in  the  sense  that  it  can- 
not be  appealed  from.  (Per  Earl,  J. ;  Folger,  Rafallo  and  Andrews, 
JJ.,  concurring ;  Allen  and  Miller,  JJ.^  dissenting.) 

May  Term,  1877. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  petitioner,  Walter  Brady,  from  an 
order  of  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  first 
department,  reversing  an  order  of  the  special  term,  entered 
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in  a  proceeding  under  title  1,  chapter  5,  article  6  of  part  2  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  discharging  the  petitioner  from  imprison- 
ment on  execution,  and  denying  the  applicant's  petition  for  a 
discharge. 

The  petitioner  was  arrested  in  the  two  actions  brought  by 
the  opposing  judgment  creditors  for  disposing  of  his  property 
with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors. 

Motions  were  made  in  each  of  said  actions  to  vacate  said 
orders  of  arrest,  and  denied,  and  in  one  of  them  an  appeal 
was  taken  from  such  order  of  denial  to  the  general  term  of 
the  supreme  court,  and  the  order  so  appealed  from  was  affirmed 
(  Wheeler  agt.  Brady ^  2  JJwn,  347). 

Judgment  was  subsequently  entered  and  execution  duly 
issued  against  the  petitioner's  person,  on  which  he  gave  bail 
for  the  limits,  in  each  of  said  actions ;  subsequently  the  peti- 
tioner brought  these  proceedings  pursuant  to  the  above  title 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  for  his  discharge. 

On  the  return  day,  the  petitioner  was  put  upon  the  stand 
by  the  respondents  and  examined,  and  his  testimony  shows 
conclusively  that  after  contracting  the  indebtedness  upon 
which  said  judgments  were  recovered,  he,  being  then  insolvent, 
transferred  to  his  unmarried  daughter,  who  resided  with  and 
was  supported  by  him,  and  to  his  attorney,  all  his  remaining 
property  without  consideration  (wliich  constituted  the  grounds 
for  obtaining  and  holding  said  orders  of  arrest),  and  that  two 
days  previous  to  such  transfer,  he  executed  a  mortgage  for 
$5,000  on  a  portion  of  his  real  estate  for  his  own  benefit,  and 
without  consideration,  to  a  person  with  whom  he  had  then 
arranged  to  go  into  partnership  shortly  after. 

This  was  unknown  to  respondents  until  so  disclosed  on  the 
examination,  and  therefore  the  orders  of  arrest  were  granted 
and  sustained  independently  of  this  last  fraudulent  transfer. 

It  is  admitted,  by  stipulation  made  in  this  proceeding,  ^^  that 
the  said  petitioner,  Walter  Brady,  was  arrested  in  each  of  the 
actions  described  in  his  examination  herein  on  ex  parte  affi- 
davits, on  the  grovmd  that  he  had  dispoeed  of  hie  property 
Vol.  Lin        17 
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with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors^  and  that  motions  were 
made  in  each  case  by  him  on  counter  aflBdavits  to  vacate  the 
two  orders  of  arrest,  which  were  denied ;  and  that  the  two 
judgments  from  imprisonment,  under  which  the  debtor,  Walter 
Brady,  has  applied  to  be  relieved,  are  the  judgments  entered 
in  said  two  actions  in  which  the  orders  of  arrest  were  granted 
and  held." 

Mr.  justice  Donohue,  at  special  term,  held  that  the  peti- 
tioner was  entitled  to  his  discharge,  on  the  ground  that  the 
evidence  did  not  show  that  he  is  "  now  concealing,  or  attempt- 
ing to  conceal,  property,"  and  therefore  granted  the  order  of* 
discharge  appealed  from.  The  following  is  judge  Donohue's 
opinion  at  special  term  : 

DoNOHUB,  J.  —  After  the  most  careful  examination  of  the 
case,  it  does  not  appear  to  m^  that  there  is  any  evidence  to 
show  that  the  defendant  has  in  his  possession  or  under  his 
control  any  property  or  rights,  which  he  now  secretes  or  has 
secreted.  In  contemplation  of  these  proceedings,  his  assign- 
ment carries  with  it  any  right  he  may  have  to  all  his  prop- 
erty. I  fully  agree  with  judge  Clebke,  in  ^^ Matter  of  Latorie^ 
the  law  did  not  intend  a  perpetual  imprisonment."  If  it 
appeared  that  the  defendant  was  now  concealing  or  attempt- 
ing to  conceal  property,  the  imprisonment  might  continue 
until  he  did  justice ;  but  it  does  not  appear  on  this  evidence 
that  any  further  continuance  of  it  can  produce  any  result.  I 
feel  myself  bound  by  the  case  referred  to,  and  order  the  dis- 
charge asked. 

On  appeal  to  the  general  term  the  order  of  the  special 
term  was  reversed  and  the  following  opinion  rendered : 

Davis,  P.  J,  —  The  respondent  was  imprisoned  on  two 
executions  issued  upon  judgments  severally  recovered  by 
the  appellants.  He  was  arrested  in  each  of  the  actions  upon 
orders  obtained  upon  aflSdavits  alleging  that  he  had  disposed 
of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors.  Motions 
in  each  of  the  actions  to  vacate  such  orders  of  arrest,  founded 
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upon  afiSdavits,  were  made  and  denied,  and  an  appeal  was 
taken  from  the  order  of  denial  in  one  of  such  mptions, 
which  order  was  affirmed  by  the  general  term  (  Wheder  agt. 
Brady^  2  Hun^  347).  The  application  for  discharge  was 
made  under  title  1,  chapter  5,  article  6  of  part  2  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (2  Rev.  Staty  p.  31  \^Edm.  ed.]).  The 
fifth  section  of  the  statute  under  which  the  proceeding,  is 
presented,  requires  that  an  affidavit  shall  be  made,  indorsed 
on  the  petition  and  sworn  to  by  the  applicant,  stating  that 
his  petition  and  the  account  of  his  estate,  and  of  the  charges 
thereon,  are  in  all  respects  just  and  true,  and  that  he  has  not, 
at  any  time  or  in  any  manner,  disposed  of  or  made  over  any 
part  of  his  property  with  a  view  to  the  future  benefit  of 
himself  or  his  family,  or  with  an  intent  to  injure  or  defraud 
any  of  his  creditors.  The  eighth  section  of  the  same  statute 
declares  that,  "  unless  the  opposing  creditors  shall  be  able  to 
satisfy  the  court  that  the  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the 
prisoner  are  not  just  and  fair,  the  court  shall  order  an  assign- 
ment as  aforesaid  and  grant  a  discharge  as  hereinafter  directed." 
The  court  granted  the  order  of  discharge.  The  grounds  upon 
which  it  was  granted  appear  by  the  opinion  of  the  learned 
judge. 

This  opinion  shows  that  the  order  of  the  court  below  was 
granted  because  the  opposing  creditors  failed  to  show  that 
the  petitioner  was  at  that  time  concealing  or  attempting  to 
conceal  property,  or  had  then  in  his  possession  or  under  his 
control  any  property  or  rights  which  he  then  secreted,  or  had 
secreted,  in  contemplation  of  these  proceedings.  We  think 
this  was  altogether  too  narrow  a  construction  of  the  statute 
under  which  the  petition  was  presented.  He  was  required 
by  the  statute  to  swear  that  he  had  not  at  any  time,  or  in  any 
manner,  disposed  of  or  made  over  any  part  of  his  property 
with  a  vie^  to  the  future  benefit  of  himself  or  his  family,  or 
with  an  intent  to  injure  or  defraud  any  of  his  creditors  {See. 
6,  tibi  sup,).  We  think  if  the  opposing  creditors  succeeded 
in  establishing  that  this  part  of  the  affidavit,  indorsed  upon 


182  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Matter  of  Brady. 

the  petition,  was  not  true,  they  thereby  showed  that  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  prisoner  were  not  just  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute. 

Such  was  the  construction  of  the  statute  in  Gale  agt. 
Cla/rk^  by  Daly,  Ch.  J.,  of  the  common  pleas,  in  an  opinion 
reported  in  the  New  York  Weekly  Digest  {vol,  1,  No,  10, 
p.  209),  in  whiph  he  held  that,  "  by  the  act,  the  applicant  is 
required  to  swear  that  he  has  not  parted  with  or  made  over 
any  part  of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  any  of  his 
creditors."  And  he  also  held  that  the  act  of  mortgaging 
personal  property  to  a  brother  of  the  petitioner,  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action  in  which  he  was  imprisoned, 
with  intent  to  defraud  creditors,  was  a  proceeding  not  just 
and  fair  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  as  construed  by 
the  court  in  the  case  of  Watson  (2  E.  D,  Smithy  429).  It  is 
not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  legislature  would  require 
an  imprisoned  debtor  to  take  the  oath  above  set  forth  and  at 
the  same  time  provide  for  his  discharge,  notwithstanding  it 
should  be  shown  by  an  opposing  creditor  that  such  oath 
was  false,  because  it  was  not  also  shown  that  he  had,  at 
the  time  of  the  hearing,  property  which  he  then  concealed, 
or  because  it  was  not  shown  that  he  had  secreted  his  property 
with  a  view  to  the  particular  proceeding  for  his  discharge. 
The  intention  was,  we  think,  as  indicated  by  the  form  of  the 
oath,  to  prevent  the  discharge  of  a  debtor  who  has  been 
guilty  of  the  acts  which  he  is  required  to  negative  by  the 
oath  prescribed  by  the  statute ;  and  that  it  is  enough  to  show 
that  the  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  are  not 
"just  and  fair,"  if  the  creditor  establishes  on  the  hearing  that 
the  debtor  has  disposed  of  or  made  over  any  part  of  his  prop- 
erty with  intent  to  injure  or  defraud  any  of  his  creditors, 
although  such  acts  were  committed  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  in  which  he  is  imprisoned,  provided  they 
are  shown,  also,  to  be  so  far  connected  with  the  action  as  to 
be  the  grounds  upon  which  the  order  for  his  imprisonment 
therein  was  based. 
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This  condition  of  things  was  shown  by  the  appellants  on 
the  hearing  of  this  case.  They  produced  the  affidavits  upon 
which  the  order  was  made,  and  those  made  upon  the  hearing 
of  the  motion  to  discharge  the  orders,  which  showed  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  order  was  made,  to  wit,  the  disposing 
of  the  property  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors ;  and  they 
proved  by  the  petitioner's  own  examination  that  he  had  made 
the  disposition  alleged  in  those  papers  of  his  property,  and 
showed  other  transactions  relating  thereto  which  we  think 
the  court  below,  if  it  had  considered  these  acts  as  within  the 
statute,  would  undoubtedly  have  held  to  have  been  fraudu- 
lent as  to  his  creditors. 

.   The  order  of  the  court  below  was  therefore  erroneous  and 
must  be  reversed,  with  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Dakiels,  J.,  concurred. 

From  the  order  of  the  general  term  this  appeal  is  now 
taken. 

ThoTnas  M.  Norih^  attorney,  and  «/".  Langdon  Wardy  of 
counsel,  for  appellants,  argued  the  following  points : 

I.  Judge  Donohue's  decision  was  correct,  and  his  order 
should  have  been  affirmed,  for  the  reasons  given  in  his  opinion. 
The  application  was  under  2  Revised  Statutes,  chapter  5, 
article  6  (not  under  the  StiUweU  act).  By  section  6,  the 
court,  "  if  satisfied  that  the  petition  and  account  of  the 
applicant  are  correct,  and  that  his  proceedings  are  just  and 
fair,  shall  order  an  assignment  to  be  made,"  &c.  By  section 
8,  unless  the  opposing  creditor  shall  be  able  to  satisfy  the 
court  that  the  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  are  not 
just  and  fair,  the  court  shall  order  an  assignment  as  aforesaid, 
and  grant  a  discharge.  The  issue  tried  before  judge  Donohub 
was  whether  the  applicant's  petition  and  account  was  correct, 
and  his  proceedings  just  and  fair.  What  proceedings  ?  The 
word  is  again  used  in  section  13  in  unmistakable  context: 
"  the  proceedings  authorized  by  this  article."  Such  is  the 
natural,  grammatical  and  logical  meaning  of  the  word  in  such 
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a  connection      Clearly  it  means  the  proceedings  prescribed 
by  the  statute.   "  The  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner," 
his  proceedings  to  obtain  a  discharge  from   imprisonment. 
Such  is  the  only  meaning  consistent  with  the  apparent  plan  and 
policy  of  the  act.     It  is  a  remedial  statute ;  it  recognizes  that 
the  object  of  imprisoning  a  debtor  is  to  reach  his  property ; 
it  enables  a  debtor  to  be  discharged  from  imprisonment  if  he 
will  justly  and  fairly  substitute  for  his  person  the  property 
which  he  had  at  the  time  of  his  arrest,  except  such  as  he  may 
have  justly  and  fairly  used  meanwhile.     It  is  not  a  punitive 
statute  to  imprison  forever  a  debtor  whose  conduct  throughout 
life  has  not  always  been  just  and  fair.    In  People  agt.  White  (14 
How',  Pr.  R.^  at  page  501),  judge  E.  D.  Smith  gives  the  correct 
interpretation   of  the  statute:  "The  requirement  that  the 
proceedings  must  be  just  and  fair    *     *     *    cannot  relate 
10  the  general  dealing  and  transactions  of  the  applicant  before 
his  imprisonment,  because,  under  the  non-imprisonment  act, 
and   now  under  the  Code,  it  is  a  ground  of  arrest   and 
imprisonment  that  the  defendant  fraudulently  contracted  the 
debt  in  question,  or  has  fraudulently  concealed  or  disposed  of 
his  property.     The  very  ground  on  which  the  original  arrest 
and  imprisonment  was  authorized,  as  in  this  case,  where  the 
debt  was  contracted  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  cannot  present 
the  ground  on  which  the  court  may  adjudge  the  proceedings 
of  the  imprisoned  debtor  not  just  and  fair^  and  refuse  his 
discharge."     And  see  further  able  and  complete  exposition  of 
the  statute  ( pa^es  501,  502).    See,  also,  the  manuscript  opinion 
of  judge  Clebke,  In  the  Matter  of  La  Torre,     The  court  of 
appeals,  in  People  agt.  Bancker  (5  If.  J^.,  121-124),  considered 
the  two  inventories,  one  at  the  date  of  imprisonment,  and 
one  at  the  date  of  the  petition,  as  required  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  whether  he  hsi^^  peiiding  the proceedirufs^  made 
any  improper  disposition  of  his  property,  and  thus  testing 
the  justness  and  fairness  of  his  proceedings.     The  supreme 
court,  at  general  term,  fifth  district,  in  People  agt.  Brooks 
(4  How,y  p,  165),  held  that  voluntary  proceedings  in  bank- 
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ruptcy  by  an  iraprisoned  debtor^  pending  his  imprisonment, 
whereby  his  property  was  vested  in  an  assignee,  was  a  fraud 
on  this  statute,  and  that  his  discharge  should  be  refused  on 
that  ground.  The  superior  court,  in  Roswog  agt.  Seymour 
(7  Robt^  427),  held  that  a  voluntary  petition  in  bankruptcy, 
whereby  the  debtor's  property  was  disposed  of  before  his 
arrest,  but  after  his  liability  to  arrest,  did  not  bar  his  discharge. 
This  view  of  the  statute  is  confirmed  by  the  striking  differ- 
ence between  its  language  and  that  of  the  Stilwell  act 
{chapter  300,  Laws  of  1831),  which,  after  providing  the  same 
machinery  of  petition,  account  and  inventory,  enacts,  in  sec- 
tion 16,  "  if  at  any  hearing  of  such  petition,  the  opposing 
creditor  sl^U  fail  to  satisfy  said  officer  that  the  proceedings 
on  the  part  of  the  petitioner  are  not  just  or  fair,  or  that  he 
has  converted^  removed  or  disposed  of  any  of  his  property ^ 
with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors^  such  officer  shall  order 
an  assignment,"  &c.  If  this  court  could  amend  the  Revised 
Statutes,  by  adding  to  sections  6  and  8  the  clause  above 
italicized,  the  appellant's  construction  of  the  statute  might  be 
sound.  But  the  legislature  meant  one  thing  by  the  require- 
ment in  both  statutes  that  the  petitioner's  proceedings  must  be 
JQst  and  fair,  and  quite  another  thing  by  the  addition  in  the 
later  statute  of  the  italicized  clause,  which  manifestly  was  not 
included  in  the  previous  clause  within  the  legislature's 
intention. 

II.  If  the  petitioner  had,  in  fact,  conveyed  any  property 
in  fraud  of  his  creditors  before  his  imprisonment,  that  prop- 
erty, by  virtue  of  Laws  of  1858,  chapter  314,  passed  to  his 
assiguQe  in  these  proceedings,  as  well  as  the  property  of  which 
he  remained  in  possession,  and  the  objects  and  intent  of  the 
act  are  fully  satisfied  by  the  assignment ;  it  gives  the  credi- 
tors, in  substitution  and  redemption  of  their  debtor's  person, 
every  right  of  property  which  he  had  or  ought  to  have  had. 
Why  should  he  be  longer  imprisoned  ? 

III.  If  the  issue  submitted  to  judge  Donohub  was  as  broad 
as  the  appellants'  claim,  extending  to  the  justness  and  fair- 
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Dess  of  the  petitioner's  condnct  in  all  respects  and  at  all  times, 
the  evidence  would  have  justified  a  finding  in  favor  of  the 
respondent,  and  the  general  term  should  not  have  reversed 
that  finding  upon  a  diflferent  view  of  the  evidence. 

IV.  If  this  court  will  examine  the  testimony,  they  will 
affirm  the  order  of  judge  Donohub  on  the  merits,  whatever 
their  interpretation  of  the  clause  above  discussed.  1.  There 
is  no  evidence,  we  suppose  no  claim,  that  the  petition  and 
account  are  not  correct,  or  that  the  proceedings  on  the  part 
of  the  prisoner,  in  the  sense  given  those  words  in  the  People 
agt.  White  {stipra)y  are  not  just  and  fair.  2.  The  conveyance 
to  the  wife  in  November,  1871,  was  before  the  petitioner's 
insolvency,  before  the  appellant's  claims  existed,. and  when, 
so  far  as  appears,  he  was  free  from  unsecured  indebtedness. 
There  is  no  evidence  here  on  which  the  court  could  hold  that 
provision  for  his  wife  fraudulent.  3.  The  conveyance  to 
Beed  &  Thompson,  and  of  the  lots  on  One  Hundred  and 
Twelfth  street,  seem  to  be,  and  we  suppose  are,  unobjection- 
able. The  mortgage  to  Brewster  is  not  shown  or  suggested 
to  have  been  in  any  respect  improper.  The  mortgage  to 
Todd  was  a  fourth  mortgage  on  a  valuless  equity  of  redemp- 
tion. Whatever  its  object,  it  was.  not  intended  to  defraud 
creditors,  and  did  not,  in  fact,  defraud  them.  6.  The 
conveyance  to  Brewster  was  also  of  a  valueless  equity  of 
redemption,  by  which  creditors  have  lost  nothing.  There 
was  a  good  consideration,  for  which  the  conveyance,  subject 
to  two  mortgages  on  a  part,  and  four  on  the  rest  of  the  prem- 
ises, was  not  likely  to  be  excessive.  It  turned  out  to  be  not 
adequate.  The  only  criticism  justly  to  be  made  on  this  trans- 
action is  that  the  lawyer  was  pressing  for  his  pay,  and  the 
client  willing  to  give  him  a  preference  over  other  creditors. 
7.  The  conveyance  to  the  daughter  was  of  land  which  he 
had  offered  to  sell  for  $250,  which  he  thought  worth  $600  or 
$700,  though  he  had  never  been  offered  more  than  $500, 
which  was  subject  to  heavy  arrears  of  taxes  and  assessments, 
in  payment  of  a  meritorious  indebtedness  to  her  for  loans  and 
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services.  He  had  years  before  verbally  sold  and  agreed  t<^ 
convey  the  land  to  her,  and  she  had  long  been  in  possession 
of  the  premises,  and  collecte4  its  rents  as  owner.  Pecuniary 
arrangements  between  members  of  a  family  are  apt  to  be  loose 
and  informal,  but  there  is  no  contradiction  of  the  petitioner's 
testimony  that  he  had  borrowed  as  much  as  $600  from  his 
daughter,  which  he  owed  her,  with  interest,  and  that  she  had 
performed  services  as  housekeeper  since  her  majority,  for 
which  he  must  have  paid  a  stranger  $500.  It  would  be  hard 
to  make  out  a  fraud  on  creditors  in  a  conveyance  of  land 
which  ultimately  realized  less  than  $1,000,  in  payment  of  such 
a  debt.  The  court  will  be  slow  to  doom  an  aged,  broken  man 
to  perpetual  imprisonment  for  mere  inconsiderate  looseness, 
and  want  of  business  method  in  dealing  with  his  own  daughter. 

V.  There  was  no  error  in  the  rulings  in  appellant's  favor. 
The  ex  parte  affidavits  oflfered  were  not  evidence  on  this 
trial.  They  were  afterward  admitted  erroneously.  The 
orders  ruled  out  were  afterward  admitted  erroneously. 

VI.  The  order  of  arrest,  and  order  denying  motion  to 
vacate,  are  not  a  bar  to  this  proceeding.  To  hold  them 
so  would  deprive  this  statute  of  the  universal  application 
intended  by  its  policy,  and  exprcsssed  in  its  opening  words, 
^^ Every  person  who  shall  be  imprisoned"  {^Seo,  1;  People 
agt.  TTAife,  supra). 

VII.  Nor  are  they  conclusive  evidence.  The  issue  here  is 
not  the  same  as  on  those  motions,  and  the  burden  of  proof 
which  was  then  on  Brady  now  rests  on  his  creditors. 

The  order  of  the  general  term  should  be  reversed,  and  the 
order  of  the  court  below  affirmed,  with  costs. 

George  TT.  Van  Slyeh  and  Frdvng  H.  Smithy  counsel  for 
creditors,  argued  the  following  points  : 
•  I.  The  order  is  not  appealable.  The  general  term,  upon 
the  evidence  presented,  refused  to  grant  the  discharge  {See 
general  term  opmioriy  Tracy  agt.  Altmeyer^  46  N.  Y.^  598). 
The  order  denying  the  discharge  involved  discretion.  Seo- 
VoL.  Lm  18 
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tion  6  of  the  said  statute  provides  "  that  the  court  shall  order 
the  applicant  to  be  brought  before  it,  *  *  *  and,  if  satis- 
fied  that  the  petition  and  account  of  the  applicant  are  correct, 
and  that  his  proceedings  are  just  and  fair,  shall  order  an 
assignment,"  &c.  TJiis  court,  in  construing  the  title  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  which  relates  to  the  discharge  of  persons 
committed  for  a  contempt,  held  that  the  statute  committed  to 
the  tribunals  referred  to  a  discretion  not  subject  to  review  in 
this  court,  and  that  it  was  for  the  court  below  to  decide  as  to 
what  evidence  it  would  require  upon  such  an  application 
(The  People  agt.  JDelrecohio,  18  N.  Y.,  352).  The  appeal 
involves  neither  the  question  of  want  of  power  nor  that  of 
strict  legal  right  (Tilton  agt.  Beecher,  59  N.  Y.,  180). 

II.  The  act  forbids  such  discharge  from  imprisonment  if 
the  debtor  has  at  any  time  fraudulently  disposed  of  his  prop- 
erty, or  in  case  his  proceedings  have  at  any  time  not  been 
just* and  fair.  It  contains  no  limitation  as  to  the  time  within 
which  such  fraudulent  disposition  may  have  been  made,  or 
within  which  any  of  his  proceedings  may  not  have  been  just 
and  fair.  It  provides  {sec,  5):  "At  the  time  of  present- 
ing such  petition,  the  following  affidavit  shall  be  indorsed 
thereon,  and  shall  be  sworn  to  by  the  applicant:  I,  the 
within-named  petitioner,  do  swear  *  *  *  that  I  have 
not,  at  any  time  or  in  any  manner,  disposed  of  or  made  over 
any  part  of  my  property  with  a  view  to  the  future  benefit  of 
myself  or  my  family,  or  with  an  intent  to  injure  or  defraud 
any  of  my  creditors."  The  above  oath  is  necessary  to,  and 
constitutes  a  part  of  the  proceedings  of  the  petitioner  for 
his  discharge.  The  following  section  (sec.  6)  of  said  act 
provides  as  follows :  "  Upon  the  presenting  of  such  petition 
*  *  *  the  court  shall  order  the  applicant  to  be  brought 
before  it,  *  *  *  and  if  satisfied  that  the  petition  and 
account  of  the  applicant  are  cofrect,  and  that  his  proceedings 
are  just  and  fair,  shall  order  an  assignment,"  &c.  There- 
fore, as  the  petitioner's  oath  constitutes  a  part  of  the  proceed- 
ings, if  the  court  becomes  ^^ satisfied'^^  that  his  oath  is  false  in 
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any  material  respect,  then  the  court  cannot  be  ^^satisfied^^ 
that  his  proceedings  Ofre  just  and  fair.  The  required  oath 
states  substantially  bat  two  things,  viz. :  First,  that  the 
petition  and  account  are  just  and  true.  Second,  that  the 
petitioner  has  not,  at  amy  time  or  in  any  manner,  disposed  of 
or  made  over  any  part  of  his  property  with  a  view  to  the 
future  benefit  of  himself  or  family,  or  with  an  intent  to 
injure  or  defraud  any  of  his  creditors.  The  second  branch 
of  this  oath  is  certainly  quite  as  important  as  the  first,  and 
quite  as  essential  to  the  interests  of  creditors,  for,  if  a  fraudu- 
lent disposition  of  his  property  is  made  by  a  debtor,  of  what 
use  is  the  assignment  provided  for  in  the  above  act  ?  The 
oath  prescribes  no  qualification  or  limitation  as  to  the  time 
-ef  the  fraudulent  disposition.  If,  therefore,  the  opposing 
creditors  succeed  in  satisfying  the  court  that  the  petitioner 
"  has  disposed  of  or  made  over  a  part  of  his  property  with  a 
view  to  the  future  benefit  of  himself  or  family,  or  with  an 
intent  to  injure  or  defraud  any  of  his  creditors,"  then  the 
court  must  necessarily  conclude  that  the  most  important  and 
material  part  of  the  petitioner's  oath  is  false,  and  conse- 
quently that  his  proceedings  are  not  just  and  fair  (fiaul  agt. 
ClarTc^  N.  Y,  WeeMy  Digest^  vol.  1,  No.  10,  p.  209;  Matter 
of  Paul  Andrit,  2  Daty,  28 ;  Matter  of  Watson,  2  R  D. 
Smith,  429 ;  Maas  agt.  Latorre,  6  All.  Pr.  \_N.  8:\,  219 ; 
Clark  agt.  Wright,  10  Wend.,  584).  If  the  rule  here  con- 
tended for  be  subject  to  any  qualification  by  reason  of  its 
broadness,  no  such  modification  could  equitably  extend  so  far 
toward  the  opposite  extreme  as  to  effect  the  exclusion  of  this 
case  from  its  operation,  especially  where  the  fraudulent  dis- 
positions of  property  by  the  debtor,  and  his  unjust  and  unfair 
proceedings,  are  so  intimately  connected  with  the  actions  in 
which  these  judgments  were  obtained  against  him,  that  they 
constitute  the  grounds  of  his  arrest  in  the  said  actions,  and 
these  grounds  of  his  arrest  and  the  grounds  of  the  present 
opposition  to  his  discharge  are  identical.  The  People  agt. 
White  (14  Row.  Pr.  Rep.,  498),  cited  in  the  court  below  by 
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appellant's  counsel,  was  an  application  for  a  discharge,  which 
was  refused,  although  the  ground  of  arrest  was  the  embezzle- 
ment of  money  received  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  it  appearing 
that  the  applicant  had  not  satisfactorily  accounted  to  the 
court  for  the  large  amount  of  money  he  had  received  and 
embezzled.  The  court  therein  say  that  the  requirement  that 
the  proceedings  must  be  "just  and  fair,"  must  obviously 
refer  to  something  extrinsic  to  the  formalities  of  the  petition, 
account,  schedule  and  affidavit,  and  that  the  affidavit  is  the 
key  to  the  meaning  of  the  words  "just  and  fair."  The 
policy  and  spirit  of  the  insolvent  laws  are  to  discharge  debtors 
from  imprisonment  on  their  giving  up  honestly  all  their  prop- 
erty to  their  creditors ;  but  a  debtor  who,  in  contemplation  of 
judgments  about  to  be  recovered  against  him,  fraudulently 
assigns  and  disposes  of  his  property,  cannot  be  said  to  have 
honestly  given  up  his  property  upon  his  application  to  be 
relieved  from  imprisonment  under  such  judgments.  If  any 
other  construction  than  that  claimed  by  the  respondents 
should  prevail,  what  utility  would  there  be  in  arresting  a 
debtor?  The  mere  fact  of  an  assignment  by  the  debtor, 
which  may  include  all  his  right,  title  and  interest  in  and  to 
the  property  fraudulently  disposed  of,  secures  no  more  to  the 
judgment  creditor  than  he  can  get  by  a  creditor's  bill. 

III.  The  petitioner  fraudulently  disposed  of  his  property 
in  order  to  defeat  the  respondents  in  the  collection  of  their 
judgments.  It  appears  from  the  testimony  of  the  petitioner 
in  these  proceedings,  that  on  the  8th  day  of  April,  1873,  he 
was,  and  had  been  for  the  preceding  twenty  years,  a  large 
real  estate  owner  in  the  city  of  New  York,  owning  at  'that 
time  fourteen  lots  in  said  city,  all  of  which  he  conveyed 
prior  to  the  28th  day  of  January,  1874,  and  that  he  is  now 
residing  on  Fifth  avenue,  in  a  house  conveyed  by  him  to  his 
wife  in  1871.  On  the  23d  day  of  January,  1874,  he  still 
owned  six  lots,  as  follows :  Two  lots  on  the  north-west  corner 
of  One  Hundred  and  Thirty-first  street  and  Fifth  avenue, 
subject  to  mortgages  amounting  to  $17,000.    Three  lots  on 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  141 


Matter  of  Brady. 


the  Dorth-east  comer  of  Third  avenue  and  One  Hundred  and 
Sixth  street,  subject  to  mortgages  amounting  to  $24,000. 
One  gore  lot  on  the  south  side  of  One  Hundred  and 
Thirteenth  street,  between  Second  and  Third  avenues,  unin- 
cumbered, except  by  taxes  and  assessments.  That  on  said 
24th  day  of  January,  1874,  petitioner  executed,  and  on  the 
following  day  acknowledged,  and  on  the  twenty-sixth  caused 
to  be  recorded,  a  mortgage  on  said  Fifth  avenue  lots  for 
$5,000,  to  one  Reuben  J.  Todd,  with  whom  petitioner  had 
previously  agreed  to  form  a  business  copartnership,  including 
one  Wood,  on  the  following  first  day  of  February,  to  carry  on 
the  real  estate  brokerage  business.  Petitioner  made  said 
mortgage,  and  recorded  it  in  advance  of  his  said  copartner- 
ship, as  the  part  of  the  capital  he  was  to  furnish  said  firm. 
Said  business  required  no  capital,  excepting  a  trifling  sum. 
His  copartners  agreed  to,  but  in  fact  never  fuimishjed  any 
capital.  These  lots  were  worth  all  the  incumbrances,  includ- 
ing this  mortgage,  and  more.  On  the  26th  day  of  January, 
1874  (the  same  day  on  which  above  mortgage  was  recorded, 
and  two  days  after  it  was  acknowledged,  Sunday  intervening), 
petitioner  conveyed  to  George  H.  Brewster,  his  attorney  and 
counselor,  the  said  Fifth  avenue  lots,  and  also  the  said  Third 
avenue  lot«,  subject  to  incumbrance.  The  property  so  con- 
veyed was  worth,  in  1873,  $65,000,  and  the  petitioner  had 
refused  that  sum  for  it,  and  that  was  the  consideration 
expressed  in  the  deed.  The  petitioner  conveyed  this  prop- 
erty in  payment  for  past  services  and  for  services  to  he  per- 
formed'  in  the  future.  The  petitioner  at  one  time  swears 
that  the  conveyan^  to  Brewster  was  to  be  absolute,  and  at 
another  time  that  it  was  "a«  ooUateral  security  for  such 
indebtedness  a^  was  then  due,  &c.,  and  for  such  other  indebt- 
edness as  might  thereafter  hecome  due  "  from  him  to  Brewster. 
He  swears  that  at  the  time  of  this  conveyance  he  considered 
the  property  worth  nothing  above  the  incumbrances ;  yet  he 
thought  Brewster  might  get  something  out  of  it,  but  cannot 
expl^  his  meaning.    He  refused  $30,000  for  the  Fifth 
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avenue  lots  a  few  months  before  —  $7,000  more  than  the 
incumbrances,  including  his  mortgage  to  his  partner  Todd. 
Brewster  rendered  no  bill.  The  value  of  his  services  and 
the  amount  of  his  charges  are  unknown,  and  there  is  no  limit 
to  the  future  services,  and  their  nature,  even,  is  not  fixed. 
On  this  same  26th  day  of  January,  1874,  the  petitioner  made 
a  conveyance  to  his  daughter  of  the  gore  lot  on  One  Hundred 
and  Thirteenth  street,  unincumbered.  The  deed  was  drawn 
by  Brewster,  and  recorded  with  Brewster's  deed.  Considera- 
tion expressed,  $1,500.  The  actual  consideration  is  claimed 
to  be  the  sum  of  $600,  loaned  to  the  petitioner  by  his  daughter 
Georgiana  (who  was  twenty-three  years  of  age  at  the  time  of 
the  conveyance)  at  intervals  in  small  sums  during  the  pre- 
vious five  or  sit  years  (he  can't  give  dates  or  amounts),  and 
for  services  of  his  daughter  as  housekeeper  for  himself,  wife 
and  family,  valued  at  $400  or  $500,  and  interest  on  the  $600. 
Ho  boarded  and  clothed  his  daughter  during  all  this  period ; 
during  the  greater  portion  of  it  she  was  under  twenty-one 
years  of  age.  He  can  furnish  no  basis  for  determining  the 
amount  he  borrowed  of  her,  &c.  There  was  no  agreement 
for  services ;  no  price  fixed ;  nothing  said  about  a  price.  He 
can't  tell  when  he  agreed  to  convey  the  property  to  her,  and 
although  he  says  it  was  agreed  that  she  should  have  this  lot 
a  long  time  before  the  conveyance,  he  swears  he  deeded  it  to 
her  in  payment  for  her  services  rendered  up  to  the  very  day 
of  the  conveyance,  and  even  a  portion  of  the  $600  was 
loaned,  he  says,  only  a  few  months  before  —  within  a  year  of 
the  conveyance — and  yet  he  swears,  when  examined  by  his 
own  counsel,  that  he  verbally  convej^d  the  lot  to  his 
daughter  three  or  four  years  before,  she  being  then  nine- 
teen or  twenty  years  old.  At  folio  91  he  swears  it  was 
one  or  two  years  l>efore.  He  had  owned  the  lot  twenty 
years;  thinks  its  value  was  only  $500  or  $600,  although 
immediately  after  the  conveyance  to  his  daughter  he  sold  it 
for  her  for  $1,400  cash.  She  obtained  out  of  it,  above  all 
expenses,  about  $1,000,  from  which  the  petitioner  immedi- 
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ately  began  to  borrow.  He  at  first  swears  he  did  not  borrow 
to  exceed  twenty  dollars,  but  on  being  confronted  with  his 
daughter's  affidavit  —  used  by  him  on  one  of  the  motions  to 
vacate  one  of  the  orders  of  arrest,  in  which  she  states  she 
loaned  him,  after  the  conveyance,  $300,  he  is  unable  to  state 
whether  he  had  $300  or  not,  and  can't  remember  one  way 
or  the  other,  &c.  The  petitioner,  during  these  years  in 
which  he  was  borrowing  from  his  daughter,  was  giving  her 
money.  In  his  affidavits  in  the  Wheeler  case,  the  petitioner 
stated  the  consideration  was  $600  borrowed  money,  and  other  ^ 
indebtedness,  amounting  in  all  to  $1,300.  In  the  Vande- 
venter  case,  he  swore  it  was  $600 ;  and  in  these  proceedings 
he  states  it  to  be  $600,  and  interest  and  services  worth  $400 
or  $500.  It  will  now  appear  why  so  many  transactions 
center  about  the  27th  day  of  January,  1874.  On  the  follow- 
ing day  »— January  28,  1874  —  an  inquest  was  taken  in  the 
supreme  court  circuit,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  an  action 
against  the  petitioner,  in  which  Brewster  was  his  attorney ; 
and  on  the  thirtieth  a  judgment  therein  was  entered  against 
him  for  $13,482.51,  so  that  a  day  or  two  before  s|id  inquest 
the  petitioner  had  not  only  mortgaged  his  property  to  his  then 
prospective  partner  for  his  now  benefit,  without  consideration, 
for  $5,000,  but  had  transferred  all  the  remaining  property  he 
possessed  to  his  daughter  and  attorney,  without  consideration.  * 

IV.  The  petitioner's  conduct  and  motives  must  be  tested 
and  judged  by  reference  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  as 
they  existed  at  the  time  of  the  transactions  in  question.  It 
will  not  avail  him  to  assert  that  he  received  no  benefit  from 
the  fraudulent  $5,000  mortgage  or  the  conveyances.  The 
mortgage,  when  made,  was  confessedly  good,  and  the  daughter 
received  $1,000  net  cash  from  the  transfer  to  her.  It  is 
immaterial  what  the  lots  conveyed  to  the  attorney  afterward 
brought,  and  particularly  eighteen  months  later,  at  forced 
sale,  and  in  times  of  great  financial  depression.  Such  sale  is 
no  criterion  of  value  {Schenek  agt.  Andrews  57  iT.  JT.,  133, 
150). 
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V.  The  order  appealed  from  should  •  be  aflBrmed,  or  the 
appeal  dismissed,  with  costs  to  each  of  the  opposing  creditors. 

Easl,  J.  —  The  debtor  was  arrested  in  two  actions  upon 
orders  of  arrests,  issued  because  he  had  disposed  of  liis  prop- 
erty with  intept  to  defraud  his  creditors.  Judgments  having 
been  obtained  in  the  actions,  he  was  arrested  and  imprisoned 
by  virtue  of  executions  issued  thereon.  He  applied  for  his 
discharge  as  an  imprisoned  debtor,  under  part  2,  chapter  5, 
title  1,  article  6  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  By  article  6,  an 
imprisoned  debtor,  desiring  a  discharge  from  imprisonment, 
is  required  to  present  a  petition  to  the  court  praying  for  his 
discharge,  setting  forth  the  matters  specified  in  section  4. 
He  must  swear  to  the  following  affidavit,  as  prescribed  in 
section  5,  to  be  indorsed  upon  his  petition :  "  I,  thd  within 
named  petitioner,  do  swear  that  the  within  petition  and  account 
of  my  estate,  and  of  the  charges  thereon,  are  in  all  respects 
just  and  true ;  and  that  I  have  not,  at  any  time,  or  in  any 
manner,  disposed  of  or  made  over  any  part  6f  my  property, 
with  a  view  to  the  future  benefit  of  myself  or  my  family, 
or  with  an  intent  to  injure  or  defraud  any  of  my  creditors." 
If,  upon  the  hearing,  the  court  shall  be  satisfied  that  the  peti- 
tion and  account  of  the  applicant  are  correct,  and  that  his 
proceedings  are  just  and  fair,  the  discharge  must  be  granted. 

The  a£5davit  is  part  of  the  proceedings,  and  that  cannot 
be  just  and  fair  unless  it  is  true.  It  is  important,  therefore, 
to  ascertain  the  scope  and  meaning  of  the  affidavit. 

It  is  not  complained  in  this  case  that  the  petition  and 
account  of  his  estate,  and  of  the  charges  thereon,  were  not 
just  and  true.  It  was  not  shown  that  he  had  disposed  of  any 
of  his  property  with  a  view  to  the  future  benefit  of  himself 
or  his  family.  The  future  benefit  here  mentioned  was  a 
benefit  to  be  received  and  enjoyed  after  the  date  of  the  peti- 
tion. An  imprisoned  debtor  could  not  be  discharged  who 
had  thus  secured  for  himself  the  benefit  of  property  which 
ought  to  have  been,  and  to  be,  appropriated  to  the  payment  of 
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.  his  debts.  But  the  claim  is  that  he  had  disposed  of  some  of 
his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  and  the 
facts  sustain  this  claim.  What  creditors  are  here  meant  I 
Plainly  creditors  who  could  be  defrauded  by  the  disposition 
complained  of.  There  must  have  been  an  intent  to  defraud 
existing  creditors,  of  whom  the  creditor  contesting  the  dis- 
charge would  be  one.  A  fraud  committed  years  before,  upon 
a  class  of  creditors  whose  claims  had  been  paid,  or  had  ceased 
to  exist,  would  not  prevent  a  discharge,  and  a  creditor  could 
not  contest  the  discharge  on  the  ground  of  a  fraudulent  dis- 
position of  property,  who  was  in  no  way  injured  or  defrauded. 
The  fraudulent  disposition  made  ^ere  was  with  intent  to 
defraud  the  very  creditors  who  oppose  the  discharge. 

That  this  construction  of  the  statute  may  lead,  in  some 
cases,  to  unlimited  imprisonment,  is  possible.  But  we  have 
nothing  to  do  but  to  construe  the  law  and  enforce  it  as  it  is. 
We  have  no  power  to  abrogate  it  or  soften  its  hard  features. 
At  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  this  statute  imprisonment  for 
debt  was  authorized  in  all  cases.  The  honest  and  dishonest 
debtors  shared  the  same  hard  lot.  The  solo  object  of  this  stat- 
ute was  the  discharge  of  honest  debtors,  who  made  an  honest 
and  full  surrender  of  all  their  property  for  their  creditors. 
It  was  not  intended  to  benefit  debtors  who  had  disposed  of 
their  property  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  very  credi- 

I  tors  at  whose  suit  they  were  imprisoned.  Even  under  the 
non-imprisonment  act,  passed  subsequently,  which,  in  most 
cases,  abolished  imprisonment  for  de))t  (chap.  300  of  the 
Laws  of  1831),  such  a  debtor  could  not  be  discharged  from 
imprisonment,  and  neither  could  he  be  discharged  under 
article  3  of  the  same  title  and  chapter  above  mentioned,  com- 
monly known  as  the  two-thirds  act,  nor  under  articles  4  and 
6,  in  reference  to  "proceedings  by  creditors  to  compel  assign- 
ments by  debtors  imprisoned  on  execution  in  civil  causes," 
and  in  reference  to  "  voluntary  assignments  by  an  insolvent, 
for  the  purpose  of  exonerating  his  person  from  imprisonment." 
The  policy  of  the  law  is  thus  plainly  indicated.  Without 
Vol.  LIII  10 
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further  discussion  here,  it  is  suflBcient  to  express  concurrence  . 
in  the  satisfactory  opinion  at  general  term. 

But  it  has  been  suggested  that  the  appeal  to  the  general 
term  was  not  authorized.  We  are  of  opinion  that  it  was. 
This  was  a  special  proceeding,  as  defined  by  the  Code  {Seat. 
1,  2  and  3  of  tlie  Code).  By  chapter  270,  of  the  Laws  of 
1854,  an  appeal  to  the  genera]  term  of  the  supreme  court  is 
authorized  from  an  order  or  final  determination  of  the  special 
term,  in  any  special  proceeding.  The  order  of  the  special 
term  in  this  pi^oceeding  was,  therefore,  appealable,  unless  the 
statute  regulating  the  proceeding  makes  it  final.  Section  6 
of  article  6  provides  that  the  court  "  shall  proceed  in  a  sum- 
mary way  to  hear  and  determine  the  proofs  and  allegations, 
and  may  examine  the  applicant  or  his  wife,  or  any  other  per- 
son, on  oath,  and  if  satisfied  that  the  petition  and  account  of 
the  applicant  are  correct,  and  that  his  proceedings  are  just 
and  fair,  shall  order  an  assignment  to  be  made  of  all  his 
property,"  &c. 

There  is  no  provision  that  the  order  shall  be  final  or  con- 
clusive, but  simply  one  that  the  order  shall  not  be  made  until 
the  court  shall  be  satisfied.  A  court  must  always  be  satisfied 
of  the  existence  of  certain  facts,  as  the  basis  of  its  action,  before 
it  can  make  an  order,  and  yet  it  has  never  been  held,  in  any 
reported  case,  that  such  language  used  in  a  statute  evinces 
a  legislative  intention  that  an  order  made  shall  be  final  and 
conclusive  in  the  sense  that  it  cannot  be  appealed  from. 

The  law  of  1813  (2  R.  Z.,  408)  regulating  the  opening 
and  laying  out  of  streets  in  the  city  of  New  York,  provides 
for  the  appointment  of  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assess- 
ment, and  that  their  report  shall  be  confirmed  by  the  supreme 
court,  and  that  such  report,  when  so  confirmed,  shall  be 
'*  final  and  conclusive."  It  has  been  held  that  no  appeal  will 
lie  to  the  court  of  appeals,  from  such  an  order  of  confirmation 
made  by  the  supreme  court ;  that  the  words  "  final  and  con- 
clusive" were  used  to  forbid  an  appeal  {Matter  of  Commis- 
sioners of  Central  Park,  50  iT.   Y.y  493 ;  Matter  of  Canal 
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and  Walker  streetSy  12  id,y  406).  The  same  words  were 
held  to  prevent  an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  from  an 
order  of  the  supreme  court,  made  at  a  general  term,  confirm- 
ing the  report  of  commissioners  to  appraise  the  compen- 
sation to  be  made  for  lands  proposed  to  be  taken  under  the 
general  railroad  act  {In  the  Matter  of  the  iT.  Y.  C.  B.  R. 
Co.  agt.  Jfarviriy  11  iT.  Y.j  276).  The  right  to  review  the 
decision  of  a  single  judge  sitting  at  special  term  in  a  matter 
affecting  substantial  rights  being  general  and  fundamental, 
it  must  be  deemed  to  exist  unless  the  intent  to  destroy  it  is 
expressed  with  great  clearness.  It  cannot  be  said  that  such 
an  intent  is  expressed  in  the  statute  under  consideration. 

The  order  of  the  general  term  must  be  affirmed,  but  with- 
out costs  of  appeal  to  this  court  to  either  party. 

FoLGBB,  Bapallo  and  Andrews,  JJ.,  concur.  Church, 
Ch.  J.,  voted  for  reversal  of  general  term  and  affirmance  on 
merits.  Allen  and  Miller,  J  J.,  voted  for  reversal  of  gene- 
ral term  and  affirmance  of  special  term  on  the  ground  that  no 
appeal  lies  from  the  special  to  the  general  term. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Thomas  Boesb,  as  receiver,  &e.,  agt.  William  H.   Locks 

and  others. 

Bankruptcy — Insolvent  law — Staiuie  of  New  Jersey, 

The  statu te^of  New  Jersey  entitled  '*  An  act  to  secure  to  creditors  an  equal 
and  just  division  of  the  estates  of  debtors,  who  convey  to  assignees  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors/'  passed  April  16,  1846,  by  its  provisions  is  an 
insolvent  law,  and  as  such  is  suspended  by  operation  of  the  United 
States  bankrupt  law;  and  an  assignment  made  thereunder  confers  no 
title  to  the  property  upon  the  assignees  and  is  void  as  against  creditors. 

New  York  Special  Terrriy  May^  1877. 

On  the  3d  of  February,  1876,  William  Pickhardt  and 
Adolph  Kutroff  recovered  a  judgment  in  the  supreme  court 
of  this  state  against  the  defendant  Locke,  and  such  proceed- 
ings were  thereupon  had  under  such  judgment  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  appointed  receiver  of  the  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor  and  duly  qualified  as  such.  On  the  23d  of  Septem- 
ber, 1875,  the  defendant  Locke,  then  being  a  resident  of  the 
state  of  New  Jersey,  made  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creditors  to  the  defendants  William  King,  John  U. 
Goetchius  and  Edward  E.  Poor,  who  accepted  the  trust 
reposed  in  them  by  said  assignment  and  reduced  to  cash  the 
property  of  the  said  Locke,  and  the  said  assignees  have 
brought  certain  of  said  moneys  into  the  state  of  New  York 
and  deposited  the  same  in  a  trust  company  here. 

The  plaintiff  has  brought  this  action  to  have  said  assign- 
ment declared  fraudulent  and  void  and  to  have  the  property 
which  the  defendants  have  in  this  state  belonging  to  said 
Locke  delivered  over  to  the  plaintiff  as  receiver. 

C.  Bainhridge  Smithy  for  plaintiff. 

Martm  cfe  Smithy  for  defendants. 
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Yan  Bkunt,  J.  —  The  defendants  claim  that  this  action 
cannot  succeed,  npon  two  grounds : 

FivBt^  That  the  law  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  pursuant  to 
which  this  assignment  purports  to  have  been  made,  is  in  full 
force  and  effect  and 

Secondly y  That  if  the  above-rrientioned  act  has  been  repealed 
by  the  United  States  bankrupt  law,  the  assignment  is  a  good 
one  at  common  law. 

It  has  been  held  by  the  United  States  supreme  court  that 
the  bankrupt  law  has  abolished  all  insolvent  laws  of  the, 
several  states ;  that  is,  that  no  debtor  against  the  will  of  the 
creditors  can  be  relieved  of  his  debts  except  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  bankrupt  law. 

The  first  question,  therefore,  to  consider,  is  whether  or 
not  the  statute  of  New  Jersey,  under  which  this  assignment 
is  made,  is  to  be  considered  in  any  respect  as  an  insolvent 
law. 

This  act  was  passed  on  the  16th  of  April,  1846,  and  was 
entitled  "  An  act  to  secure  creditors  an  equal  and  ju6t  dis- 
tribution of  the  estate  of  debtors  who  convey  to  assignees  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors." 

Section  1  of  that  act  provides  "  that  every  such  conveyance 
shall  be  made  for  the  equal  benefit  of  the  creditors,"  and 
prohibits  all  preferences. 

Section  2  requires  the  debtor  to  annex  a  schedule  of  assets 
and  liabilities. 

Section  3  requires  the  assignee  to  give  three  weeks'  notice, 
by  publication  in  the  newspapers,  to  creditors  to  present  their 
claims. 

Section  6  provides  that,  at  the  expiration  of  three  months, 
the  assignee  shall  file  a  list  of  creditors,  and  of  their  respective 
claims,  and  also  provides  that  all  claims  against  the  estate 
must  be  made  as  prescribed  by  that  act,  or  be  forever  barred 
firom  coming  in  for  a  dividend. 

Section  11  provides  that  if  any  creditor  shall  not  exhibit 
his  claim  within  the  term  of  three  months  above  mentioned, 
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Buch  claim  shall  be  barred  of  a  dividend,  unless  the  estate 
shall  prove  sufficient  to  pay  the  clainas  which  have  been  pre- 
sented in  full,  &c. 

Section  14  provides  that  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  taken 
or  understood  as  discharging  said  debtor  or  debtors  from 
liabilities  to  their  creditors  who  may  not  choose  to  exhibit 
their  claims.  *  *  *  But,  with  respect  to  the  credi- 
tors who  shall  come  in  and  exhibit  their  demands  for  a 
dividend,  they  shall  be  wholly  barred  from  having,  afterward, 
any  actioh  or  suit  at  law  or  equity  against  such  debtors  or 
their  representatives. 

In  the  case  of  Mayer  agt.  Hdlman  (1  OUo^  496),  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  referring  to  a  statute  of 
the  state  of  Ohio,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  statute 
is  not  repugnant  to  the  bankrupt  law,  uses  the  following 
language : 

"  There  is  nothing  in  the  act  resembling  the  insolvent  law. 
It  does  not  discharge  the  insolvent  from  arrest  or  imprison- 
ment It  leaves  his  after-acquired  property  liable  to  his 
creditors  precisely  as  though  no  assignment  had  been  made. 
The  provisions  for  the  enforcing  the  trust  are  substantially 
such  as  a  court  of  chancery  would  apply,  in  the  absence  of 
any  statutory  provision." 

The  court,  by  this  language,  clearly  intimates  that  if  an 
act,  by  any  of  its  provisions,  exempts  the  insolvent  from 
arrest  or  imprisonment,  or  relieves  his  after-acquired  prop- 
erty from  liability  to  any  of  his  creditors,  it  is,  in  its  nature, 
an  insolvent  law,  and  repugnant  to  the  bankrupt  law. 

The  statute  of  New  Jersey  under  consideration,  by  its 
fourteenth  section,  expressly  provides  that  all  creditors  who 
shall  exhibit  their  claims  to  the  assignees  for  a  dividend,  no 
matter  how  small  such  a  dividend  may  be,  shall  be  wholly 
barred  from  any  action  or  suit  at  law  or  equity  against  such 
debtor  or  their  representatives,  thus  clearly  exempting  the 
insolvent  from  arrest  or  imprisonment,  and  exempting  his 
after-acquired  property  from  liability  to  such  creditor.     These 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  161 

Boese  agt.  Locke. 

provisions  clearly  make  the  act  in  its  nature  an  insolvent  law, 
and  consequently  repugnant  to  the  bankrupt  law. 

This  brings  us  to  the  second  proposition  urged  by  the 
defendants,  viz. :  That  even  if  the  above-mentioned  act  has 
been  suspended  by  the  bankrupt  law,  the  assignment  is  a  good 
one  at  the  common  law. 

The  assignment  provides  that  the  trustees  are  to  take 
possession  of,  and  collect,  and  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same 
(meaning  the  property  of  the  assignors)  at  public  or  private 
sale,  and  to  distribute  the  proceeds  to  and  among  the  credi- 
tors of  the  said  William  H.  Locke,  in  proportion  to  their 
several  just  demands,  pursuant  to  the  statutes  in  such  case 
made  and  provided. 

The  assignment,  therefore,  clearly  appears  to  have  been 
made  subject  to  and  in  reference  to  the  laws  of  New  Jersey, 
respecting  such  instruments. 

The  assignees  are  to  distribute  the  fund  according  to  the 
laws  of  New  Jersey,  and  they  would  violate  the  provisions 
of  the  trust  deed  did  they  make  a  distribution  without  com- 
plying with  the  provisions  of  those  laws,  and  it  seems  to  me 
as  a  necessary  consequence  that  the  assignor  undoubtedly  pre- 
sumed that  he  would  be  entitled  to  the  protection  provided 
for  by  the  statutes,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  which  his 
assigned  estate  was  to  be  distributed. 

If  this  view  is  correct,  the  assignment  cannot  be  sustained 
as  a  common-law  assignment,  but  must  be  considered  as 
having  been  made  under  a  statute  of  New  Jersey,  the  opera- 
tion of  which  has  been  suspended  by  the  bankrupt  law. 

In  the  consideration  of  these  questions,  I  have  not  thought 
it  necessary  to  consider  what  would  have  been  the  effect  of  the 
assignment  had  it  not  been  void  because  of  the  bankrupt  law. 

For  the  reasons  above  stated,  the  assignment  is  void,  and 
confers  no  title  upon  the  assignees  to  the  property  of  the 
defendant  Locke. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment,  with  costs. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 
William  K.  Lavebty  agt.  Worthington  G.  Snbthan. 

Conversion — when  agent  liable  in  1rof)erfor, 

The  question  as  to  when  an  agent  is  liable  in  trover  for  conversion  is  some 
times  difficult.    The  reason  stated. 

If  the  agent  parts  with  the  property  in  a  way  or  for  a  purpose  not  author- 
ized, he  is  liable  for  a  conversion  ;  but  if  he  parts  with  it  in  accordance 
with  his  authority,  although  at  a  less  price,  or  if  he  misapplies  the 
avails,  or  takes  inadequate  for  sufficient  security,  ho  is  not  liable  for  a 
conversion  of  the  property,  but  only  in  an  action  on  the  case  for 
misconduct. 

February^  1877. 

• 

Appeal  from  first  department.  The  action  was  tried  in 
the  marine  court,  before  Mr.  justice  Mo  Adam,  in  October,  1874. 
The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  $970.  The  judgment 
entered  upon  this  verdict  was  affirmed  upon  appeal  at  the 
general  term  of  the  marine  court  and  New  York  common 
pleas ;  and  from  their  affirmance  thereof  an  appeal  was  taken, 
by  leave  of  the  latter  court,  to  the  "court  of  appeals. 

James  C.  Carter  and  B.  C.  Chetwoodj  for  appellant. 

Sarrmel  Ha/nd  and  PoMeraon  ds  Maj(yr^  for  respondent 

Chubch,  Ch.  J,  —  The  defendant  received  a  promissory 
note  from  the  plaintiff,  made  by  a  third  person  and  indorsed 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  gave  a  receipt  therefor,  stating  that  it 
was  received  for  negotiation,  and  the  note  to  be  returned  the 
next  day,  or  the  avails  thereof.  The  plaintiff  testified,  in 
substance,  that  he  told  the  defendant  not  to  let  the  note'go 
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ont  of  his  reach  without  receiving  the  money.  The  defend- 
ant, after  negotiating  with  one  Foote  about  buying  the  note, 
delivered  the  note  to  him  under  the  promise  that  he  would 
get  it  discounted  and  return  the  money  to  defendant,  and  he 
took  away  the  note  for  that  purpose.  Foote  did  procure 
the  note  to  be  discounted,  but  appropriated  the  avails  to  his 
own  use. 

The  court  charged  that  if  the  jury  believed  the  evidence  of 
the  plaintiff  in  respect  to  instructing  the  defendant  not  to 
part  with  the  possession  of  the  note,  the  act  of  the  defendant 
in  delivering  the  note,  and  allowing  Foote  to  take  it  away, 
was  a  conversion  in  law,  and  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover.  The  exception  has  been  criticised  as  applying  to 
^  two  propositions,  one  of  which  was  unobjectionable^  and 
therefore  not  available.  Although  not  so  precise  as  is  desir- 
able, I  think  that  the  exception  was  intended  to  apply  to  the 
proposition  above  stated,  and  was  sufficient.  The  question  as 
to  when  an  agent  is  liable  in  trover  for  conversion  is  some 
times  difficult.  The  more  usual  liability  of  an  agent  to  the 
principal  is  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  or  what  was  formerly 
termed  an  action  on  the  case  for  neglect  or  misconduct ;  but 
there  are  cases  when  trover  is  the  proper  remedy.  Conver- 
sion is  defined  to  be  an  unauthorized  assumption  and  exercise 
of  the  right  of  ownership  over  goods  belonging  to  another, 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  owner's  rights.  A  constructive  con- 
version takes  place  when  a  person  does  such  acts  in  reference 
to  the  goods  of  another  as  amount,  in  law,  to  an  appropriation 
of  the  property  to  himself.  Every  unauthorized  taking  of 
personal  property,  and  all  intermeddling  with  it,  beyond  the 
extent  of  the  authority  conferred,  in  case  a  limited  authority 
has  been  given,  with  intent  so  to  apply  and  diefpose  of  it  as 
to  alter  its  condition,  or  interfere  with  the  owner's  dominion, 
is  a  conversion  {Bouv.  Law  Diet.,  tit  Conversion).  Savage, 
C.  J.,  in  Spencer  agt.  Blackman  (9  Wend..^  167),  defines  it 
concisely  as  follows :  "A  conversion  seems  to  consist  in  any 
tortious  act  by  which  the  defendant  deprives  the  plaintiff  of 
Vol.  Lm  20 
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his  goods."  In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  placed  the  note  in  the 
hands  of  the  defendant  for  a  special  purpose  not  only,  but 
with  restricted  authority  (as  we  must  assume  from  the  verdict 
of  the  jury)  not  to  part  with  the  possession  of  the  note 
without  receiving  the  money.  The  delivery  to  Foote  was 
unauthorized  and  wrongful,  because  contrary  to  the  express 
directions  of  the  owner.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
the  absolute  dominion  over  this  property  as  owner.  He  had 
the  right  to  part  with  so  much  of  that  dominion  as  he  pleased. 
He  did  part  with  so  much  of  it  as  would  justify  the  defend- 
ant in  delivering  it  for  the  money  in  hand,  but  not  otherwise. 
The  act  of  pennitting  the  note  to  go  out  of  his  possession, 
and  beyond  his  reach,  was  an  act  which  he  had  no  legal  right 
to  do.  It  was  an  unlawful  interference  with  the  plaintiff's 
property,  which  resulted  in  loss,  and  that  interference  and 
disposition  constituted,  within  the  general  principle  referred 
to,  a  conversion ;  and  the  authorities,  I  think,  sustain  this 
conclusion  by  a  decided  weight  of  adjudication.  A  leading 
case  is  Sye/h  agt.  Hay  (4  T.  li.y  260),  where  it  was  held  that 
trover  would  lie  against  the  master  of  a  vessel  who  had 
landed  goods  of  the  plaintiff  contrary  to  the  plaintiff's  orders, 
though  the  plaintiff  might  have  had  them  by  sending  for 
them  and  paying  the  wharfage.  Bulleb,  J.,  said :  "  If  one 
man  who  is  intrusted  with  the  goods  of  another,  put  them  into 
the  hands  of  a  third  person,  contrary  to  orders,  it  is  a  con- 
version." This  case  has  been  repeatedly  cited  by  the  courts 
of  this  state  as  good  law,  and  has  never,  to  my  knowledge, 
been  disapproved,  although  it  has  been  distinguished  from 
another  class  of  cases  upon  which  the  defendant  relies,  and 
which  will  be  hereafter  noticed.  In  Spencer  agt.  Blackman 
(9  Wend.j  167)  a  watch  was  delivered  to  the  defendant  to 
have  its  value  appraised  by  a  watchmaker.  He  put  it  into 
the  possession  of  the  watchmaker,  when  it  was  levied  upon 
by  virtue  of  an  execution,  not  against  the  owner,  and  it  was 
held  to  be  a  conversion.  Savage,  0.  J.,  said:  "The  watch 
was  intrusted  to  him  for  a  special  purpose  —  to  ascertain  its 
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yaloe.  He  had  no  orders  or  leave  to  deliver  it  to  Johnson, 
the  watchmaker,  nor  any  other  person."  So  when  one  hires 
a  horse  to  go  an  agreed  distance,  and  goes  beyond  that  dis- 
tance, he  is  liable  in  trover  for  a  conversion  ( Whedock  agt. 
Wheelright,  5  Mass.^  104).  So  when  a  factor  in  BuflFalo  was 
directed  to  sell  wheat  at  a  specified  price  on  a  particular  day, 
or  ship  it  to  New  York,  and  he  did  not  sell  or  ship  it  that 
day,  but  sold  it  the  next  day  at  the  price  named,  held,  that 
in  legal  effect  it  was  a  conversion  {Scott  agt.  RogerSy  31 
N,  y.,  676 ;  seey  alsOy  Boyoe  agt.  Brockway^  id.,  490 ; 
Addison  on  Torts,  310,  o/nd  cases  there  cited).  The  cases 
most  strongly  relied  upon  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
appellant  are  Dufresne  agt.  Hutchinson  (3  Taunt,  117)  and 
SargeaM  agt.  Blunt  (16  J.  B.,  74),  holding  that  a  broker  or 
agent  is  not  liable  in  trover  for  selling  property  at  a  price 
below  instructions.  The  distinction  in  the  two  classes  of 
cases,  I  apprehend,  is,  that  in  the  latter  the  broker  or  agent 
did  nothing  with  the  property  but  what  he  was  authorized  to 
do.  He  had  a  right  to  sell  and  deliver  the  property.  He 
disobeyed  instructions  as  to  price  only,  and  was  liable  for 
misconduct,  but  not  for  conversion  of  the  property,  a  dis- 
tinction which,  in  a  practical  sense,  may  seem  technical,  but 
it  is  founded,  probably,  upon  the  distinction  between  an  unau- 
thorized interference  with  'the  property  itself  and  the  avails 
or  terms  of  sale.  At  all  events,  the  distinction  is  fully  recog- 
nized and  settled  by  authority.  In  the  last  case,  Spbnobb,  J., 
distinguished  it  from  Syeds  agt.  Hay  {supra).  He  said  :  "  In 
the  case  of  Syeds  agt.  Hay  (4  Term  R.,  260)  the  captain  dis- 
obeyed his  orders  in  delivering  the  goods.  He  had  no  right 
to  touch  them  for  the  purpose  of  delivering  them  on  that 
wharf."  The  defendant  had  a  right  to  sell  the  note,  and  if 
he  had  sold  it  at  a  less  price  than  that  stipulated,  he  would 
not  have  been  liable  in  this  action ;  but  he  had  no  right  to 
deliver  the  note  to  Foote  to  take  away,  any  more  than  he  had 
to  pay  his  own  debt  with  it.  Morally,  there  might  be  a  dif- 
ference, but  in  law  both  acts  would  be  a  conversion,  each 
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consisting  in  exercising  an  authorized  dominion  over  the 
plaintiff 's  property.  Palmer  agt.  Jermain  (2  M.  dk  W.y  282) 
is  plainly  distinguishable.  There  the  agent  was  authorized  to 
get  the  note  discounted,  which  he  did,  and  appropriated  the 
avails.  Parke,  B.,  said :  "  The  defendant  did  nothing  with 
the  bill  which  he  was  not  authorized  to  do."  So  in  Cairns 
B^tBleecker  (12  J.  i?.,  300)  where  an,  agent  was  authorized 
to  deliver  goods  on  receiving  suflBcient  security,  and  delivered 
the  goods  on  inadequate  security,  it  was  held  that  trover 
would  not  lie,  for  the  reason  that  the  question  of  the  suflS- 
ciency  of  the  security  was  a  matter  of  judgment.  In  McMor- 
ris  agt.  Simpson  (21  Wend.,  610),  Bbonson,  J.,  lays  down  the 
general  rule  that  the  action  of  trover  "  may  be  maintained 
wherever  the  agent  has  wrongfully  converted  the  property 
of  his  principal  to  his  own  use;  and  the  fact  of  conversion 
may  be  made  out  by  showing  either  a  demand  and  refusal, 
or  that  the  agent  has,  without  necessity,  sold  or  otherwise 
disposed  of  the  property  contrary  to  his  instructions.  When 
an  agent  wrongfully  refuses  to  surrender  the  goods  of  his 
principal,  or  wholly  departs  from  his  authority  in  disposing 
of  them,  he  makes  the  property  his  own,  and  may  be  treated 
as  a  tort  feasor."  The  result  of  the  authorities  is,  that  if  the 
agent  parts  with  the  property  in  a  way  or  for  a  purpose  not 
authorized,  he  is  liable  for  a  conversion ;  but  if  he  parts  with 
it  in  accordance  with  his  authority,  although  at  less  price,  or 
if  he  misapplies  the  avails,  or  takes  inadequate  for  sufficient 
security,  he  is  not  liable  for  a  conversion  of  the  property,  but 
only  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  misconduct.  It  follows  that 
there  was  no  error  in  the  charge.  The  question  of  good  faith 
is  not  involved.  A  wrongful  jntent  is  not  an  essential  element 
of  the  conversion.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  owner  has  been 
deprived  of  his  property  by  the  act  of  another  assuming  an 
unauthorized  dominion  and  control  over  it  (31  ^.  Y.y  490). 
It  is  also  insisted  that  the  parol  evidence  of  instructions  not 
to  part  with  the  note  was  incompetent  to  vary  the  terms  of 
the  contract  contained  in  the  receipt.    This  evidence  was  not 
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objected  to  not  only,  but  the  point  was  not  taken  in  any 
manner.  The  attention  of  the  court  was  not  called  to  it,  and 
the  court  made  no  decision  in  respect  to  it.  Under  these 
circumstances,  it  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived,  and 
is  not  available  upon  appeal.  But  if  an  exception  had  been 
taken,  I  am  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  testimony  was  • 
competent.  It  is  not  claimed  that  it  varies  that  part  of  the 
receipt  which  contains  an  agreement  to  return  the  note  or 
the  money  the  next  day,  but  that  it  varies  the  clause  stating 
that  the  note  was  received  for  negotiation.  This  expresses 
the  purpose  of  receiving  the  note,  and  if  deemed  a  contract, 
can  it  be  said  that  a  parol  mandate  not  to  part  with  posses- 
sion of  the  note  before  sale  and  receipt  of  money  is  incon- 
sistent with  it  ?  There  is  no  rule  of  law  which  gives  an 
agent  the  right  thus  to  part  with  a  promissory  note  undfer  the 
mere  authority  to  negotiate.  The  instructions  were  con- 
sistent with  the  purpose  expressed,  although  if  they  had  not 
been  given,  a  wider  field  of  inquiry  might  have  been  opened. 
A  promissory  note  passes  from  hand  to  hand,  and  a  bona  fide 
holder  is  protected  in  his  title,  and  it  might  well  be  claimed 
that  an  authority  to  sell  would  not  ordinarily  justify  a  deliv- 
ery to  a  third  person  without  a  sale.  Without  definitely 
passing  upon  this  question,  we  think  that  the  question  should 
have  been,  in  some  form,  presented  at  the  trial.  In  a  moral 
sense,  the  defendant  may  have  acted  in  good  faith,  and  hence 
the  judgment  may  operate  harshly  upon  him,  but  the  facts 
found  by  the  jury  render  him  liable  in  this  action. 

The  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

All  concur. 
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N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
John  W.  Ph(enix  agt.  Charles  Dupy. 

MDominatian  of  party  btfore  triaL 

Hie  examination  of  an  adverse  party  before  trial — proyided  for  by  sec- 
tion 891  of  the  Code — is  a  substitute  for  the  former  remedy  by  bill  of 
discovery.  The  court  has  power  to  grant  an  order  for  such  examination 
only  where  a  bill  of  discovery  would  previously  ha^e  been  sustained  in 
equity. 

Such  examination  is  not  an  absolute  right  without  any  qualification,  but 
IS  subject  to  the  rules  and  principles  formerly  applied  by  courts  of 
equity  to  prevent  abuse,  oppression  or  injustice,  and  cannot  be  had 
without  an  affidavit  showing  that  the  discovery  sought  was  of  some 
matter  material  to  the  establishment  of  a  cause  of  action  or  of  a 
defense,  and  how  it  was  material,  so  that  the  party  could  know  exactly 
what  he  was  called  upon  to  discover,  that  he  might,  as  in  a  bill  of  dis- 
covery, object  to  it  as  immaterial  or  improper,  or  if  willing  to  do  so, 
admit  it;  or  if  he  were  examined,  that  the  judge  might  confine  the 
investigation  within  the  limits  of  the  discovery  sought. 

In  the  restriction  imposed  upon  the  right  of  discovery  before  the  Code 
(which  applies  equally  to  the  examination  of  a  party  before  trial,  pro- 
vided for  by  this  section),  it  is  well  settled  that  a  party  could  not  be 
compelled  to  discover  any  matter  which  might  subject  him  to  a  penalty, 
a  forfeiture  or  a  criminal  prosecution. 

In  an  action  for  libel,  where  the  affidavits  —  on  which  the  order  for 
the  defendant's  examination  before  trial  were  granted — stated  that 
the  plaintiff  would  endeavor  upon  such  examination  to  disclose  that 
the  letters  which  constitute  the  libel  for  which  the  actions  are  brought 
were  published  by  the  defendant;  that  they  were  published  in  malice; 
that  they  were  received  by  the  parties  to  whom  they  were  addressed, 
and  that  in  consequence  the  plaintiff  was  injured: 

SMj  that  the  discovery  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  is  to  compel  the  defend- 
ant to  disclose  whether  he  has  published  a  libel,  or,  in  other  words, 
whether  he  has  been  guilty  of  a  criminal  offense  for  which  he  could  be 
inc^cted  and  punished,  and  is  within  the  restrictions  imposed,  there- 
fore the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  the  discovery  sought. 

General  Term^  June^  1877. 
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The  complaiDt  is  for  damages  for  alleged  libels. 

Upon  An  affidavit  the  usual  sammons  and  order  for  exami- 
nation of  defendant,  as  a  party  before  trial,  were  granted  bj 
judge  Robinson,  on  the  28th  day  of  February,  1877. 

The  grounds  for  the  application  are  stated  in  the  affidavit 
as  follows:  "To  endeavor  to  disclose  that  the  letters  s^ 
forth  in  said  complaint  were  published  by  said  defendant ; 
so  in  malice ;  were  received  by  the  parties  to  whom  they 
were  addressed,  and  that  in  consequence  said  plaintiff  has 
been  injured  as  alleged  in  said  complaint ;  and  furthermore, 
the  same,"  i.  e.y  the  examination,  '^  is  necessary  to  enable  this 
plaintiff  to  successfully  prosecute  this  suit,  inasmuch  as  all 
the  same  said  facts  are  not  admitted, in  said  answer." 

These  are  all  the  grounds  stated  for  said  application. 

Upon  the  return  day  of  the  said  summons  and  order  the 
defendant  made  a  motion  upon  the  summons  order,  moving 
affidavit,  and  complaint,  to  vacate  the  said  summons  and 
order. 

There  were  no  affidavits  offered  in  support  of  the  motion. 

This  motion  was  denied,  upon  the  ground  that  "  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  moving  affidavit  was  decided  by  the  judge  who 
made  the  order,  and  is  not  a  subject  of  review  at  special 
term." 

The  summons  and  order  were  granted  exparte^  on  the  affi- 
davit of  Charles  Meyer,  esq.,  plaintiff's  attorney. 

George  W,  Van  Siolen^  of  counsel,  argued  the  following 
points : 

I.  The  application  was  granted  ^  parte.  The  defendant 
had  no  notice  of  it.  He  had  had  no  opportunity  to  be  heard 
upon  it.  This  order,  therefore,  might  have  been  vacated, 
without  notice,  by  the  judge  who  made  it  {Code^  sec,  324). 
But  the  order,  it  will  be  observed,  was  granted  on  the  last 
day,  the  twenty-eighth  of  February,  and  was  made  returnable 
by  the  learned  judge  who  granted  it,  upon  the  sixth  day  of 
Ma'rch.     This  court  will  take  judicial  cognizance  of  the  faot 
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that  March  6,  1877,  was  Tuesday,  and  that  by  the  appoint- 
ment of  this  court,  another  judge  came  to  sit  at  special  term 
and  chambers,  on  Monday,  March  5, 1877.  The  learned  judge, 
therefore,  who  granted  this  order,  himself  sent  it  before 
another  judge,  who  would  sit  on  March  sixth,  j  The  defend- 
ant had  a  right,  under  section  324  of  the  Code,  to  notice  a 
motion  to  vacate  this  order.  He  also  had  a  right,  upon  the 
return  day  set  by  the  court,  to  move  upon  tlie  moving  papers 
to  set  aside  the  order;  certainly,  on  one  ground,  that  the 
papers  upon  which  it  had  been  granted  did  not  confer  juris- 
diction upon  the  court.  Oould  not  a  party  object  to  an  order 
in  supplementary  proceedings,  or  move  to  set  aside  an  order 
of  arrest,  or  an  injunction,  granted  at  tlie  end  of  a  term, 
until  the  learned  judge  who  had  granted  it  should  come 
again  to  special  term  or  chambers  ?  The  judge  who  granted 
the  order  may  refuse,  even  where  permission  to  apply  to  him 
had  been  given,  to  hear  the  order  again,  or  to  perform  double 
duty  at  trial  and  special  terms.  Or  must  the  party  submit  to 
and  be  injured  by  the  ex  parte  order,  or  be  punished  for  con- 
tempt, until  his  appeal  can  be  heard?  The  learned  judge, 
at  special  term,  therefore,  erred  in  denying  the  motion  to  set 
aside,  upon  the  ground  to  do  so  would  be  to  review  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  affidavit  which  was  decided  by  the  judge  who 
made  the  order.  It  having  been  in  the  power^  of  the  court 
at  special  term  to  have  set  aside  this  order  and  summons,  it 
remains,  then,  to  show  that  the  same  should  have  been  set 
aside.  Upon  that  point  I  beg  leave  to  repeat  the  following 
arguments  already  made  upon  the  appeal  from  the  original 
order  for  examination  of  defendant : 

1.  While  the  order  for  such  examination  is  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court,  that  discretion  can  only  be  exercised  where 
the  court  has  power  to  grant  such  an  order.  The  court  has 
power  to  grant  an  order  for  examination  of  party  before 
trial,  in  a  case  in  which  equity  would  formerly  have  sustained 
a  bill  of  discovery.  The  power  given  by  the  Code  to  exam- 
ine an  adverse  party  before  trial  is  a  substitute  for  the  bill  of 
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discovery  in  chancery  {Olenny  agt.  StedweU^  51  How.  Pr.^ 
329 ;  Carr  agt.  Oreat  Weatem  Ins.  Co.,  3  BcUyy  160).  In  the 
case  at  bar  would  a  bill  of  discovery  have  been  granted  in 
equity  1    It  would  not,  for  the  following  reasons : 

2.  The  facts  that  plaintiff  desires  to  prove  can  easily  be 
proved  in  another  way,  and  plaintiff  was,  therefore,  not  enti- 
tled to  the  order  {Gdston  agt.  Hoyty  1  Johns.  Ch.^  543 ; 
Brovm  agt.  Swanriy  10  Pet,  501 ;  cited  1  AVb.  New  Cases, 
338).  The  facts  that  plaintiff  desires  to  prove  are  set  forth 
in  the  aflBdavit  of  Charles  Meyer,  (a.)  That  "  the  letters  set 
forth  in  the  complaint  were  published  by  the  defendant." 
Let  that  be  proven  by  those  to  whom  they  were  published. 
(5.)  "  So  in  malice."  This  c^n  be  proven  by  the  circum- 
stances preceding  and  surrounding  the  publication,  and  by 
showing  want  of  probable  cause,  (a)  That  the  letters  "  were 
r^eived  by  the  parties  to  whom  they  were  addressed."  This 
can  only  be  proven  by  those  parties  any  way.  ((i.)  "  That 
in  consequence  said  plaintiff  has  been  injured  as  alleged  in 
said  complaint."  The  plaintiff  can  prove  that  himself. 
Besides,  the  plaintiff  must  have  known  the  aforescdd  facts 
already,  or  he  should  not  have  vexed  this  defendant  with'this 
action.  If  this  plaintiff  has  sued  this  defendant  for  $14,000 
damages  for  having  written  and  published  the  alleged  libel- 
ous letters,  so  in  malice,  that  they  were  received  by  the  parties 
to  whom  they  were  addressed,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  con- 
sequently been  so  greatly  damaged,  without  his  (plaintiff's) 
having  known,  before  he  brought  his  suit,  all  those  facts,  a 
court  of  equity  will  not  aid  him  to  find  all  this  out,  and 
prove  it  out  of  defendant's  own  mouth,  thus  rendering  the 
latter  liable  to  indictment.  This  method  of  examination  is 
not  to  be  used  by  a  party  "  to  get  information  as  to  whether 
he  had  any  case  "  (Eobhstson,  J.,  in  Sohepmoes  agt.  Bousson, 
52  Haw.y  401), 

3.  The  examination  could  not  have  been  granted  in  aid 
of  indictment  (See  Montagus  agt.  Dudmwn,  2  Yes.,  Sr,,  398). 

4.  The  bill  of  discovery  would  not  have  been  allowed, 
Vol.  LTTT.  21 
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and,  conseqneDtlj,  the  court  had  no  power  to  grant  an  order 
for  examination,  to  compel  a  party  to  answer  as  to  matters 
which,  it  appears  from  the  papers,  would  tend  to  subject  him 
to  indictment,  penalty  or  forfeiture,  or  any  thing  in  that 
nature,  other  than  the  loss  of  the  claim  in  suit  {Taylor  agt. 
Bruen^  2  Barb.  Ch,^  301 ;  Conant  agt.  Ddafidd^  3  Edw.  Ch.y 
201 ;  Sharp  agt  Sharp^  8  Johns.  CL,  407 ;  Beas  agt.  Harvie^ 
2  Barh.  Ch.,  448  ;  LeggeU  agt.  PoMey  2  Paige  599) ;  e.  y., 
it  was  not  allowable  in  libel  or  slander  as  against  defendant 
{Marsh  agt.  Davison^  9  Paige^  580 ;  Bailey  agt.  Dean^  5 
J?ar5.,  297).  The  action, at  bar  is  for  damages  for  alleged 
libel.  If  defendant  should  answer  aflirmatively  the  plaintiff 's 
questions  upon  the  points  set.  forth  in  the  moving  afSdavit, 
it  would  subject  defendant  to  indictment.  The  plaintiff's 
attorney  swears  that  he  will,  upon  such  examination, 
^^  endeavor  to  disclose  that  the  letters  set  forth  in  said  com- 
plaint were  published  by  the  defendant,  so  in  malice,  were 
received  by  the  parties  to  whom  they  were  addressed ;  and 
that  in  consequence  said  plaintiff  has  been  injured  as  alleged 
in  said  complaint 

5.  The  defendant,  as  a  witness,  could  not  be  compelled  to 
answer  any  question,  if  the  answer  would  tend  to  criminate 
him,  or  would  form,  a  link  in  a  chain  of  evidence  which 
would  render  him  liable  to  indictment  {The  People  agt. 
Mather^  4  Wmd.^  229 ;  Ee  parte  Tappam.,  9  How.y  394). 
A  bill  of  discovery  would  not  be  sustained  against  him  in 
such  a  case  {Taylor  agt.  Bruenj  2  Barl,  Ch.j  301 ;  Mclntyre 
agt.  Ma/nciuSj  16  Jbhns.y  592). 

6.  But  it  will  be  urged  in  support  of  the  order  for  exam- 
ination of  defendant,  that  the  defendant  must  appear  and  be 
sworn  as  a  witness ;  that  he  may  then  refuse  to  answer  ques- 
tions which  tend  to  criminate  him  ;  but  that  he  must  answer 
all  other  proper  questions.  The  correct  principle  of  the  rule 
that  the  order  can  only  be  granted  where  a  bill  of  discovery 
could  \>Q  sustained,  and  that  no  bill  of  discovery  could  be 
sustained,  and  that,  consequently,  no  order  for  examination 
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of  the  defendant  can  be  granted,  in  a  suit  for  libel  is  herein 
well  illofitrated.  The  party  is  to  be  examined  as  a  witness. 
The  evidence  sought  must  be  material.  Any  questions  on 
matters  immaterial  or  irrelevant  to  the  issue  may  be  objected 
to  by  the  defendant's  attorney,  and  the  objection  would  be 
sustained.  The  defendant,  therefore,  can  be  interrogated  on 
this  examination  only  as  to  matters  relevant  to  the  issue. 
What  is  the  issue?  Libel.  In  the  words  of  the  moving 
affidavit,  "  that  the  letters  set  forth  in  the  complaint  were 
published  by  the  defendant,  so  in  malice,  were  received  by 
the  parties  to  whom  they  were  addressed ;  and  that  in  con- 
sequence said  plaintiff  has  been  injured  as  alleged  in  said 
complaint."  The  answer  to  every  question,  therefore,  which 
the  plaintiff  t»n  ask  this  defendant  relevant  to  the  issue,  and 
he  can  ask  no  other,  would  tend  to  convict  the  defendant  of 
libel,  or  form  a  link  in  the  chain  of  evidence  which  might 
render  him  liable  to  punishment.  But  none  of  such  ques- 
tions may  be  asked  the  defendant ;  he  need  answer  none  of 
them.  Take,  for  example,  the  first  question  which  was  asked 
this  defendant,  when  the  examination  went  on  under  the 
order  appealed  from  (a  stay  of  proceedings  pending  this 
appeal  having  been  refused) :  ^^Are  you  the  defendant  in  this 
action  f "  If  joined  to  other  questions  put  to  other  witnesses 
on  the  trial,  this  might  be  a  link  in  the  chain ;  it  is  only 
^'  identification,"  but  identification  is  an  important  point  in 
a  criminal  trial.  I  have  in  mind  a  notable  case  in  which 
ex-mayor  Hall  lately  appeared  for  the  defense,  and  raised  that 
very  point  of  identity  of  the  accused.  In  Conner  agt.  Brad- 
ley {Anthonys  Niei  Priusy  99),  an  action  for  usury,  the  witness 
was  sworn,  and,  upon  being  asked  the  first  question,  stated 
to  the  court  that  ^'  he  had  been  interested  and  concerned  in 
the  contract  from  the  beginning,"  and  claimed  his  privilege. 
No  questions  were  asked.  And  upon  this  point,  that  the 
witness  cannot  be  forced  to  answer,  if  it  would  tend  to  crim- 
inate him  to  a  penalty,  let  mo  cite  Cloyes  agt.  Thayer  (8  Hilly 
864  [uaury'^ ;  Bums  agt  KempshaU  (24  Wendy  360  \u8ury']). 
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CowEN,  J.,  says :  ''Any  one  of  them  "  (the  questions)  "  might, 
if  answered,  have  furnished  a  link  in  the  chain  of  proof  that 
usurious  interest  had  been  paid  "  {Byaaa  agt  Smithy  4  Bosw.y 
679  [counteyf citing  laid]  ;  Van  Tine  agt.  Nima,  12  How.^ 
507  \hrihery]  ;  Vilas  agt.  Jonea^  10  Paige^  76  [usury] ;  Felr 
lows  agt.  Wilson^  31  Barh.^  162  [<aJb.]  ;  Curtis  agt.  Knox^  2 
i?(j7ii(?,  341  [<fo.] ;  JFart?  agt.  TA^  People  3  ^i«,  395  [iar- 
ceny'] ;  ^  ^ar^  7^a;?pan,  9  How.^  394  [ZiJ^f) ;  People  agt. 
Ma7*ten^  4  TTdnrf.,  229 ;  Conspiracy  to  Kidnap  [Morgan^ s 
Case] ;  Citing  16  Vesey^  242).  "  If  it  is*  one  step  having  a 
tendency  to  criminate  him,  he  is  not  compelled  to  answer" 
(Citingy  also  [on  Simony],  Pa/rlchurst  agt.  Lawton^  2  Swanst.^ 
215),  ''however  remotely  connected  with  the  fact"  {Citing^ 
alsOy  Burr*s  Trial,  434,  Marshall,  Ch.  J., ''  Many  links 
compose  the  chain)?^ 

Charles  Meyer,  of  counsel  for  the  respondent,  argued  the 
following  points : 

The  order  and  summons  for  the  examination  of  jbhe  defend- 
ant before  trial  were  properly  granted.  The  moving  affidavit 
discloses  every  fact  necessary  to  the  ordering  the  examination. 
The  circumstance  that  the  affidavit  discloses  a  desire  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiflE  to  prove  by  the  defendant  certain  facts 
to  which  he  personally,  not  by  counsel,  nor  yet  the  court, 
could  object,  is  no  objection  to  the  granting  of  the  oMer.  It 
is  an  absolute  and  unqualified  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  examine 
the  defendant  before  trial,  and  that  right  cannot  be  denied 
or  abridged  by  reason  of  the  possibility  of  an  improper  line 
of  examination  being  resorted  to.  When  an  improper  ques- 
tion is  asked  of  the  witness,  it  may  then  be  objected  to,  and 
then,  and  only  then,  passed  upon.  Kot  now  by  anticipation. 
The  testimony  sought  to  be  obtained  &om  the  defendant, 
as  disclosed  by  the  affidavit,  is  perfectly  proper  in  itself.  If 
there  be  an  objection  to  it,  as  suggested  by  counsel,  that  it 
would  tend  to  criminate  the  witness,  that  is  a  personal  privi- 
lege to  him,  which  he  can  exercise,  and  Jie  alone,  and  when 
examined,  not  before.    And  it  must  be  claimed  under  oath 
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{Parr^  agt.  Almond^  12  Oerg.  <j6  RawUy  284 ;  United  States 
agt.  J?i^rr,  1  Rob&rUorCa  Trials^  207,  208,  242  ^  245). 
Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  learned  judge  who  ordered  the 
examination  could  not  raise  the  objection,  the  examination 
was  properly  ordered,  the  privilege  being  still  with  the  wit- 
ness upon  the  examination.  It  has  been  urged  by  appellant 
th^t  the  right  to  examine  a  p^rty  before  trial  is  a  substitute 
for  a  bill  of  discovery  under  the  old  practice.  This  is  so  only 
in  the  sense  that  one  remedy  has  been  abolished  and  another 
established,  which  accomplishes  the  same  result,  but  not  in 
that  the  new  remedy  is  governed  by  the  same  rules  as  the 
old,  where  the  cases  are  not  parallel.  The  statute  gives 
the  absolute  and  unqualified  right  to  examine  an  adversp  party 
before  trial,  subject  only  to  the  rules  of  examination  as  are  in 
vogue  upon  the  examination  of  any  witness,  either  con- 
ditionally or  upon  the  trial  {Gode^  sees.  389,  391).  Under  the 
old  practice,  the  interrogatories  were  substantially  proposed 
by  the  hill  of  discovery,  and  the  objections  were  properly 
entered  to  the  interrogatories  (i.  ^.,  issue  joined  upon  the  bill) 
then ;  but  under  section  391,  Oode,  these  objections  could 
not  be  interposed  upon  tlie  granting  of  the  order  of  examina- 
tion, inasmuch  as  no  interrogatories  are  then  proposed.  The 
judge,  in  granting  the  order,  could  not  speculate  upon  possi- 
bilities (which  exist  in  every  case)  that  an  improper  qtiestion 
would  be  asked,  or  that  a  privilege  personal  to  the  individual 
to  be  examined,  not  as  defendant,  but  as  a  witness  would  be 
claimed  {Oreenl.  on  Evidence^  vol.  1,  sec.  451).  The  privilege, 
until  claimed  by  the  witness,  could  not  be  asserted,  either 
by  the  court  or  by  counsel  for  either  party  to  the  suit. 
Charles  Dupuy  occupies  two  positions  with  respect  to  this 
proceeding,  that  of  defendant,  and  that  of  a  witness.  As 
defendant,  he  may  object  by  counsel,  to  any  inquiry  which  is 
incompetent,  irrelevant  or  immaterial,  as  injuriously  affecting 
his  rights  in  the  action ;  and,  as  a  witness,  he  may  object  to 
any  inquiry,  the  result  of  which  would  tend  to  criminate  him. 
The  latter  is  a  personal  privilege,  having  no  reference  to  the 
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action ;  he  is  not  entitled  to  counsel,  and  mast  claim  his 
privilege  without  suggestion  from  the  counsel  /or  ffim  as 
defendant  J  he  08  t^^'^n^^  being  entitled  to  no  counsel  {Thomas 
agt.  Newton,  1  Mood.  <&  JUalk,,  48,  note).  Inasmuch,  then, 
as  the  inquiry  sought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  appears  by  the 
moving  affidavit,  was  in  itself  prop)er,  having  reference  to  the 
cause  of  action,  and  the  objection  alleged  is  a  personal 
privilege  to  the  witness,  which  he  has  not  claimed  and  could  not 
claim  until  examined,  and  the  moving  affidavit  presents  proper 
grounds  for  granting  the  order  and  summons,  the  objections 
raised  by  the  defendant^  through  his  counsel,  it  is  respectfully 
submitted,  are  untenable. 

Daly,  Ch.  J.  —  The  examination  of  an  adverse  party  before 
trial  provided  for  by  section  391  of  the  Code  is  a  substitute 
for  the  former  remedy  by  bill  of  discovery,  which  was  abol- 
ished by  this  chapter  of  the  Code,  and  may  be  had  where  a 
bill  for  a  discovery  would  previously  have  been  sustained 
{Car  agt.  W.  W.  Ins.  Co.,  3  Daly,  160 ;  King  agt.  Leighion, 
58  N.  r.,  383 ;  Glenny  agt.  Stedwell  iCt.  of  App.l^  51  How^ 
329  ;  1  Alib.  N.  C,  273,  and  note  382 ;  Wiggin  agt.  Cans,  4 
Sandf.y  647). 

This  remedy  was  formerly  the  only  way  in  which  proof 
of  a  fact  exclusively  within  the  knowledge  of  one  of  the 
parties  could  be  obtained,  because  parties  in  actions  at  law 
could  not  then,  as  they  can  now,  be  called  as  witnesses  upon 
the  trial.  It  was,  moreover,  the  only  effectual  mode  of  get- 
ting at  a  knowledge  of  the  contents  of  documents  which  were 
in  the  possession  of  the  other  party,  and  of  proving  what  they 
contained  ;  for  the  relief  which  coHrts  of  law  could  afford 
was  limited  and  attended  with  many  difficulties  before  the 
statutory  remedy  was  enacted  for  compelling  the  production 
and  inspection  of  books  and  papers  by  a  motion  before  trial. 
The  statutory  provision  allowing  parties  to  be  examined  as 
witnesses,  either  on  their  own  behalf  or  by  the  adverse  party, 
and  of  compelling,  by  motion,  the  inspection  of  books  and 
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papers,  have  to  a  great  degree  dispensed  with  the  necessity 
of  this  discovery  of  evidence  before  trial,  although  the  right 
to  it  remains  the  same  as  before. 

In  view  of  the  abases  that  would  arise  if  a  party,  either 
before  any  action  was  brought  or  before  he  had  stated  his 
cause  of  action  in  a  pleading,  or  after  an  answer  had  been 
served,  were  allowed,  without  any  restriction  or  limitation,  to 
subject  the  other  party  to  an  inquisitorial  investigation,  under 
oath,  to  ascertain  whether  he  could  make  out  a  cause  of  action, 
or  whether  his  adversary  could  probably  succeed  in  establish- 
ing a  defense,  courts  of  equity,  at  an  early  period,  imposed 
limits  to  such  investigations,  by  requiring  that  it  should  appear 
by  the  bill  that  the  matter  sought  to  be  discovered  was  essential 
to  the  establishment  of  a  cause  of  action  or  of  a  defense. 
"  A  system  of  judicial  inquiry,"  says  Mr.  Hare,  "  would  be 
obviously  defective,  which  had  no  means  of  obtaining  and  com- 
pelling a  production  of  evidence  from  the  parties  themselves, 
whilst  a  system  which  should  set  no  bounds  to  the  power  of 
scrutiny  would  be  fertile  in  expedients  of  oppression.''  And 
in  respect  to  the  rules  and  principles  by  which  courts  of  equity 
were  guided  in  allowing  or  refusing  such  discoveries,  he 
further  remarks :  "  They  are  the  result  of  that  scrupulous  care 
with  which  a  long  succession  of  eminent  judges  have  asserted 
the  power  of  judicial  investigation,  without  sacrificing  the 
security  and  secrecy  which  all  are  entitled  to  claim  and  to 
preserve.  They  define  and  reconcile  the  rights  of  individual 
privacy  and  the  demands  of  public  justice.  They  express 
the  extent  of  the  privilege,"  whilst  the  limits  they  impose  are 
^Mdentified  with  the  administration  of  justice,  and  depend 
upon  principles  which  are  perpetual "  [Ha/re  on  Discovery y 
11,  12  and  13). 

Bills  for  the  discovery  of  evidence  being,  however,  expen- 
sive  and  dilatory,  were  so  seldom'  resorted  to  after  the 
inspection  of  documents  could  be  compelled  by  motion,  and 
especially  aflter  parties  could  in  all  cases  be  examined  as  wit- 
nesses, that  the  object  of  this  provision  in  the  Code  abolish- 
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ing  such  bills,  and  substituting  in  their,  stead  the  simple  and 
inexpensive  procedure  provided  for  by  section  391,  was  not 
understood.  By  many  it  was  interpreted  literally,  as  giving 
the  right  to  examine  the  party  before  trial,  without  any 
restriction  or  limitation  whatever,  wholly  overlooking  the  his- ' 
tory  of  this  branch  of  jurisprudence  and  the  abuses,  injustice 
and  oppression  that  could  be  practiced  if  that  were  per- 
mitted. Judge  J.  L.  Mason,  it  is  true,  shortly  after  its 
enactment  declared,  in  Wiggm  agt.  Gaines  (4  Sandf.^  647), 
that  this  provision  was  a  substitute  for  bills  of  discovery, 
and  nothing  else;  '^that  the  examination  referred  to  in  it 
meant,  upon  every  fair  principle  of  interpretation,  any  exam- 
ination for  the  purpose  of  discovery  in  which  formerly  a  bill 
of  discovery  would  have  been  resorted  to ; "  and  that "  where- 
ever  a  bill  of  discovery  could  have  been  filed,  under  the 
former  practice,  in  support  or  defense  of  an  action,  there  the 
party  might  be  examined  in  the  mode  presented  in  this 
chapter,  and  in  no  other  mode."  But  this  interpretation  was 
not  followed,  and  it  was  held  in  subsequent  cases,  as  it  had 
been  previously  held,  that  upon  a  simple  notice  of  five  days, 
given  by  the  opposite  party  —  except  the  judge  should,  by 
order,  fix  a  different  time — a  party  was  compelled,  before 
the  trial,  to  appear  before  the  judge,  at  the  time  and  place 
'  specified,  and  be  examined  under  oath  as  a  witness  {Taggart 
agt.  Oardner^  2  Sandf  ^  669;  Chreen  agt.  Wood^  15  How.^ 
342 ;  (Jook  agt.  Bidwell,  19  id.^  483). 

In  Oarri807i  agt.  The  Mariposa  Go.  {N,  Y.  Com.  Pleas^ 
8.  T.y  1868),  I  declined  to  follow  these  cases,  and  held,  as 
judge  Mason  had  held,  that  it  was  simply  a  substitute  for  the 
former  remedy  by  bill  of  discovery ;  that  it  was,  conse- 
quently, subject  to  the  rules  and  principles  that  courts  of 
equity  had. applied  to  prevent  abuse,  oppression  or  injustice, 
and  could  not  be  had  without  an  a£Sdavit  showing  that  the 
discovery  sought  was  of  some  matter  material  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  cause  of  action  or  of  a  defense,  so  that  the 
party  could  know  exactly  what  he  was  called  upon  to  dis- 
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cover,  that  he  might,  as  in  a  bill  of  discovery,  object  to  it  as 
immaterial  or  improper,  or,  if  willing  to  do  so,  admit  it ; 
or,  if  he  were  examined,  that  the  judge  might  confine  the 
investigation  within  the  limits  of  the  discovery  sought  {And 
see  Cart  agt.  O.  W.  Ins.  Co.,  3  Daly,  160). 

The  efEect  of  holding  that  this  examination  of  a  party 
before  trial  was  an  absolute  right  without  any  qualification 
or  restriction,  soon  became  apparent  where  the  party  sum- 
moned his  adversary  to  be  examine4  in  this  way,  before  any 
complaint  was  filed  and  where  the  judge  had  nothing  before 
him  to  indicate  what  the  examination  was  to  be  about,  and 
was  left  wholly  without  guide  as  to  its  extent,  range  or  pur- 
pose. In  view  of  this  difficulty,  and  the  consequence  to 
which  it  would  lead,  it  was  held  in  a  large  number  of  cases 
(J^rom  Chichester  agt.  Livingston,  3  Sand/.,  718,  to  Norton 
agt.  Aibott,  28  How.,  388)  that  this  examination  could  not 
be  had  at  all  until  after  issue  joined.  But  this  did  not 
suffice.  In  later  cases;  this  construction,  for  which  there 
never  was  any  foundation,  was  not  adhered  to,  and  it  was. 
held  that  the  examination  might  be  had  either  before  or  after 
issue  joined  (MoViear  agt.  Ketchum,  1  Ah..[N.  S."],  452; 
Bell  agt.  Iiichmon4,  50  Barb.,  571),  and  to  meet,  under  this 
interpretation,  the  difficulty  before  suggested,  it  was  held, 
first  by  Bakboub,  J.,  in  Green  agt.  Herder  (7  Rob.,  455),  that 
if  the  application  is  made  before  the  service  of  a  complaint, 
it  must  be  upon  an  affidavit  stating :  First,  if  made  by  the 
plaintiff,  the  nature  of  the  action  and  demand ;  second,  if 
made  by  the  defendant,  the  nature  of  his  defense ;  third,  the 
name  and  residence  of  the  witness,  and  afterwards  by  Jones, 
J.,  in  Duffy  agt.  Lynch  (36  How.,  509),  that  it  must  be  upon 
an  affidavit  setting  forth  with  particularity  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances out  of  which  the  plaintiff  supposes  the  cause  of 
action  to  have  arisen,  the  relief  he  supposes  he  is  entitled  to, 
the  defense  he  anticipates,  and  the  subjects  upon  which  he 
desires  to  interrogate  the  other  party.  And  this  conflict  of 
decisions  led  to  the  adoption,  by  the  convention  of  judges,  in 
Vol.  Lin.  22 
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1870,  of  the  twenty-first  mle,  the  requirements  of  which 
were,  in  effect,  to  construe  the  section  391  as  providing  for 
the  kind  of  discovery  by  the  examination  of  a  party  before 
trial  which  was  formerly  obtained  by  a  bill  in  equity,  and  so 
far  as  it  is  applicable,  the  practice  which  prevailed  in  equity 
is  necessarily  the  guide  as  to  the  extent  and  nature  of 
the  discovery  to  which  the  party  is  entitled  by  such  an 
examination. 

I  have  entered  thus  ^t  length  into  an  examination  of  this 
subject  and  of  the  contrariety  of  views  and  the  confusion  that 
has  prevailed  respecting  the  object  of  this  section,  for  the 
reason  that  even  now  scarcely  a  week  passes  in  this  court 
without  an  application  being  made  for  the  examination  of  a 
party  under  it,  without  any  thing  being  presented  but  an 
order  for  his  examination  at  a  specified  time  and  place ;  so 
difficult  has  it  been  to  impress  upon  practitioners  that  they 
have  not  the  right  to  bring  a  party  up  in  this  way,  before  trial, 
and  require  him  to  answer,  under  oath,  any  questions  that 
they  may  put  to  him. 

In  equity  a  party  was  allowed  to  discover  from  his  adver- 
sary any  matter  which  was  material  to  the  establishment  of 
his  cause  of  action  or  of  his  defense,  although  he  might  have 
other  witnesses  to  prove  it,  as  the  admission  of  the  matter 
would  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  calling  the  witnesses, 
and  it  wias  no  answer  to  the  application  that  the  other  party 
might  be  examined  as  a  witness  upon  the  trial,  for  the  one 
filing  the  bill  was  not  bound  to  call  him,  as  a  witness,  on  the 
trial,  but  might  have  a  discovery  previously  from  him  as  a 
party  {Plummer  agt.  May^  1  Vea.  Sr.^  426 ;  Montagvs  agt. 
Didman^  2  «f.,  898  ;  Finch  agt.  Finchj  id.y  492 ;  Tooth  agt 
Deem  of  Ccmterhv/ryy  8  Sim.^  46 ;  Mmch  agt.  Damdaon^  9 
PaigCy  601;  Story^a  Eq.  PleadingSj  sec,  119  and  note; 
Wigram  on  Discovery^  2,  4 ;  Hare  on  Disc&oery^  1, 110, 116, 
187).  And  that  this  was  what  was  meant  by  the  codifiers  in 
framing  this  section,  appears  from  their  referring  in  their 
report  to  ^^  the  great  benefits  to  be  expected  by  the  relief  it 
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would  afford  to  the  rest  of  the  community  by  exempting 
them  from  attending  as  witnesses  to  prove  facts  which  the 
parties  respectively  know  and  ought  never  to  dispute  "  {First 
jRepori  of  Corns. jjop.  244,  245).  That  the  party  from  whom 
the  discovery  was  sought  might  be  protected,  the  one  filing 
the  bill  was  obliged  to  show,  not  only  that  the  matter  sought 
to  be  discovered  was  material,  but  how  it  was  material 
{Mclniyre  agt,  Manciv^,  3  Johns.  C.  -ff.,  47 ;  id.^  in  erroTy 
16  Johns.^  699 ;  Kimherly  agt.  8eUs,  3  Johns.  C.  H.j  467 ; 
Zane  agt.  StebbinSj  9  Paige^  624,  625).  And,  as  a  further 
protection,  a  discovery  was  not  allowed  as  to  a  certain  matter 
to  which  I  shall  have  occasion  to  recur. 

The  affidavits  on  which  the  order  for  the  defendant's  exam- 
ination in  these  two  cases,  before  trial,  were  granted,  state 
that  the  plaintiff  shall  endeavor,  upon  such  examination,  to 
disclose  that  the  letters  which  constitute  the  libel  for  which 
the  actions  are  brought,  were  published  by  the  defendant ; 
that  they  were  published  in  malice ;  that  they  were  received 
by  the  parties  to  whom  they  were  addressed,  and  that  in  con- 
sequence the  plaintiff  was  injured. 

The  letters  being  libelous,  the  law  would  imply  that  there 
was  malice,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  injured  by  their  publi- 
cation ;  and  as  no  fact  is  stated  in  the  affidavit  showing  a 
tendency  to  show  actual  malice  or  specific  damage,  the  dis- 
covery sought  is  reduced  to  the  inquiry  whether  the  defend- 
ant published  the  letters  and  to  whom  he  sent  them.  The 
discovery  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  is  to  compel  the  defend- 
ant to  disclose  whether  he  has  published  a  libel,  or,,  in  other 
words,  whether  he  has  been  guilty  of  a  criminal  offense  for 
*  which  he  could  be  indicted  and  punished. 

In  the  restriction  imposed  upon  this  right  of  discovery, 
nothing  was  better  settled  than  that  a  party  could  not  be 
compelled  to  discover  any  matter  which  might  subject  him 
to  a  penalty,  a  forfeiture,  or  a  criminal  prosecution  {Ha/re  on 
Discovery^  part  3,  chap.  1,  sec.  1 ;  Wigram  on  Discovery^  60, 
decs.  83,  94).    "A  plaintiff,"  says  Mr.  Wigram,  "  whatever 
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the  merits  of  his  case  may  be,  is  not  entitled  to  a  discovery 
from  the  defendant,  of  any  matter  which  would  criminate 
him  or  tend  to  do  so  "  (  Wigram  on  Discovery ^  195).  Lord 
Eldon,  in  Paxton  agt.  Douglass  (19  Yea,^  226),  went  even 
farther,  saying :  "  The  strong  inclination  of  my  mind  is  to 
protect  the  party  against  answering  any  question,  not  only 
that  has  a  direct  tendency  to  criminate  him,  but  that  forms 
one  step  towards  it.''  In  Bailey  agt.  Dean  (5  Barh.j  303), 
judge  Pratt  was  of  opinion  that  a  defendant  could  not  be 
compelled  to  disclose  facts  to  enable  a  plaintiff  to  sustain  an 
action  of  slander,  because  in  such  actions  punitory  damages 
may  be  given  ;  and  in  Browswa/rd  agt.  Edwards  (2  Ves.j  Sr,^ 
246),  lord  Habdwiokb  said  that  the  court  would  not  force 
the  party,  by  his  own  oath,  to  subject  himself  to  punishment 
for  usury  {See  March  agt.  Davidaoriy  9  Paige,  585 ;  Taylor 
agt.  Brueuy  2  Barh.  (7.,  301 ;  In  the  Matter  of  TappoM,  dkc,, 
9  Eow.y  394 ;  The  People  agt.  Moither,  4  Wend.,  254 ;  In  ike 
Matter  of  Kiss,  1  Paige,  607). 

It  is  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  affidavits,  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  right  to  the  discovery  sought,  and  both  orders 
should,  therefore,  be  vacated. 

J.  F.  Daly  and  Labbemorb,  JJ.,  concurring 
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ONEIDA  COtlNTY  COURT. 

9 

Daioel  Hayes  agt.  Denihs  Booklet. 

ditppl&mentary  proceedinga — appointment  of  receiver — property  veete  without 

any  amffnmeni, 

Bince  the  Code,  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  in  proceedings  supple- 
mentary to  execution,  vests  in  the  receiver  aU  the  property,  both  real 
and  permmal^  of  the  Judgment  debtor,  without  any  assignment 

Utica,  JUarohy  1877. 

Z.  W.  Fiakej  for  receiver  and  motion. 

Walter  BaUaUj  for  judgment  debtor,  opposing  motion. 

R.  D.  Jokes,  Speoi(d  County  Judge, —  On  the  sixteenth  day 
of  February  last,  in  proceedings  supplemental  to  execution  in 
the  above-entitled  action,  on  a  judgment  recovered  therein  in 
this  county,  and  in  v^hich  county  the  defendant  and  judgment 
debtor  resided  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  execution  to  the 
sheriff  of  this  county,  I  made  an  order  appointing  one  Alfred 
Morling  a  receiver  of  the  property,  equitable  interests  and 
things  in  action  of  Dennis  Buckley,  the  judgment  debtor  above 
named.  The  order  thus  made  was  on  a  printed  blank  and 
contained  a  clause  requiring  the  judgment  debtor  to  execute, 
acknowledge  and  deliver  to  the  receiver  a  proper  and  valid 
assignment  and  conveyance  of  all  of  the  lands  and  real  estate 
of  the  debtor  wheresoever  the  same  might  be  situated.  I  did 
not  notice  the  existence  of  such  a  clause  in  the  order  when  I 
signed  it.  After  his  appointment,  Morling  duly  qualified  as 
such  receiver,  and  received  a  certified  copy  of  the  order 
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appointing  him  such  receiver,  and  he  thereupon  entered  upon 
his  duties  as  such  receiver.  It  now  appears  from  the  moving 
papers  in  this  matter  that  Dennis  Backley,  the  judgment 
debtor,  at  the  time  Of  the  service  on  him  of  the  order  for  his 
examination  in  this  matter,  owned  real  estate  situated  in  this 
county,  and  also  that  he  owned  the  same  at  the  time  of  the 
appointment  of  such  receiver  in  this  matter;  that  since  then 
the  said  receiver  has  requested  said  judgment  debtor  to  convey 
such  real  estate  of  said  judgment  debtor  to  him,  the  said 
receiver,  and  that  the  judgment  debtor  has  refused  to  comply 
with  such  request,  and  now  refuses  to  convey  or  assign  such 
real  estate  to  said  receiver,  as  requested.  On  the  fifteenth 
day  of  March,  instant,  an  order  was  obtained  by  the  attorney 
of  the  receiver  from  me,  requiring  said  judgment  debtor  to 
show  cause  before  me  this  day  why  he  should  npt  be  pun- 
ished as  for  contempt  in  refusing  to  execute  such  assignment 
and  conveyance  in  obedience  to  the  terms  and  requirements 
of  said  order  made  by  me  on  the  sixteenth  day  of  February 
last,  and  said  clause  therein  contained,  all  other  misconduct 
charged  in  said  order  to  show  cause  is  now  waived,  and  the 
motion  to  punish  for  contempt  is  now  vested  solely  on  euch 
refusal  and  omission  of  the  judgment  debtor  to  convey  and 
assign  his  real  estate  to  the  receiver,  as  requested. 

It  is  urged,  on  the  part  of  the  receiver,  that  I  have  the  right 
to  direct  such  conveyance  and  assignment  to  be  made,  and  fir 
such  reftisal  and  omission  to  convey  and  assign  the  real  estate, 
I  have  the  right  to  adjudge  the  judgment  debtor  guilty  of 
contempt  and  punish  him  therefor. 

The  counsel  of  the  judgment  debtor,  in  opposition  to  the 
motion,  maintains  that  I  have  not  the  right  to  direct  such 
assignment  and  conveyance  to  be  made  nor  to  punish  for 
such  refasal ;  that  the  title  to  said  real  estate  passed  to  the 
receiver  in  virtue  of  his  appointment  as  such  receiver,  his 
qualifying  and  receiving  from  the  clerk  of  this  county  a  certi- 
fied copy  of  said  order  appointing  him  such  receiver,  and  that 
a  conveyance  or  assignment  of  such  real  estate  to  the  receiver 
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by  said  judgment  debtor  is  not  neoesearj  to  vest  the  title 
thereof  in  snch  receiver. 

I  think  the  position  assumed  by  the  judgment  debtor's 
counsel  is  correct,  and  that  I  must  deny  the  motion.  Now, 
as  this  is  the  thi]*d  or  fourth  motion  m^de  before  me  involv- 
ing the  same  precise  question,  and  each  has  been  disposed  of 
by  me  in  the  way  that  I  have  indicated  I  must  do  with  this, 
1  have  thought  it  but  proper  to  present  my  views  in  writing 
upon  the'question,  and  to  the  end  that  the  question  may  be 
Bet  at  rest  so  far  as  I  am  able  to  do  the  same.  No  case  has  yet 
fallen  under  my  observation  holding  that  title  to  real  estate 
does  not  pass  to  a  receiver  appointed  in  proceedings  supple- 
mental to  execution  without  a  conveyance  or  assignment 
thereof  to  the  receiver  by  the  debtor,  except  the  case  of 
JUoakj  Rsoewevj  agt.  CocUs  (33  Barh.^  498),  which  at  first 
blush,  seemingly,  does  so  hold.  If  the  law  required  such 
assignment  or  conveyance  to  cause  the  title  thereof  to  pass 
to  the  receiver,  I  would  not  hesitate  in  holding  that  I  pos- 
sessed the  power  to  punish  the  judgment  debtor  for  such 
refusal,  as  section  302  of  the  Oode  of  Procedure  would  prove 
broad  enough  to  confer  such  power  on  me.  The  power  of 
the  officer  there  mentioned  to  punish  disobedience  of  his 
orders  only  extends  to  disobedience  of  orders  which  the 
officer  has  power  to  make  and  enforce.  Now,  the  question 
arises,  have  I  the  power  to  direct  the  judgment  debtor  to 
convey  and  assign  his  real  estate  to  the  receiver,  and  is  the 
receiver  vested  with  the  title  to  such  real  estate  without  such 
conveyance  1  I  think,  notwithstanding  the  case  of  Moak 
agt.  CocUs  (ante) : 

First.  That  I,  as  an  officer  at  chambers,  had  not  the  power 
to  make  an  order  directing  such  conveyance,  and  that  that 
clause  contained  in  said  order  appointing  said  receiver, 
requiring  such  conveyance  and  assignment,  is  inoperative 
and  void,  and  the  insertion  thereof  in  the  order  was  in  excess 
of  my  judicial  power. 

Second.  That  the  receiver  became  vested  with  the  title  of 
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said  real  estate  without  such  convejauce  or  assignment ;  that 
his  appointment,  the  filing  and  recording  of  the  order,  his 
giving  the  required  bond,  its  approval,  and  his  receiving  a 
certified  copy  thereof  from  the  clerk  of  this  county,  vested 
him  with  the  title  of  said  real  estate. 

I  have  stated  that  no  case  has  fallen  under  my  observation 
holding  a  conveyance  or  assignment  necessary,  except  Moak 
agt.  Coats^  which  at  first  blush,  seemingly,  does.  I  think 
it  conceding  too  much  to  admit  it  to  have  been  the  opinion 
of  the  court  in  that  case  that  a  conveyance  or  assign-^, 
ment  was  necessary.  I  think  it  safer  to  say  that  Camp- 
bell, J.,  in  his  written  opinion  in  the  case  of  Mook  agt. 
CoaU^  said  such  was  the  law.  From  an  examination  of 
the  opinion,  it  is,  it  seems  to  me,  impossible  to  deter- 
mine upon  what  precise  point  the  case  was  decided  by  a 
majority  of  the  court.  Campbell,  J.,  in  the  latter  part  of 
his  opinion,  says :  *'  There  are  other  grounds  which,  I  think, 
would  be  fatal  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover.  He  repre- 
sents a  creditor  who  was  a  creditor  by  reason  of  another  debt, 
and  who  received  payment  of  the  prior  debt  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale  paid  by  the  defendant ;  and,  after  having 
proved  his  prior  debt  before  the  referee  appointed  by  the 
court,  at  the  time  of  making  the  order  for  the  sale  under 
which  the  defendant  purchased,  I  think  he  should  be  treated 
as  a  party  to  those  proceedings,  and  should  now  be  estopped 
from  disaffirming  them  through  his  receiver."  To  enable 
me  to  fully  understand  upon  what  facts  such  statement  was 
made  by  Campbell,  J.,  in  his  opinion,  I  procured  a  copy  of 
the  printed  case,  and  have  examined  the  same,  and  I  find 
such  facts  to  be  as  follows,  viz. :  On  the  30th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1850,  one  Horace  Coats,  of  Otsego  county  New  York, 
died  intestate,  leaving  him  surviving,  Catharine  Coats,  his 
wife,  and  two  minor  children ;  that,  at  the  time  of  his 
decease,  said  Horace  Coats  was  the  owner  of  the  lands  and 
premises  which  were  subsequently  sold  and  conveyed  to  the 
defendant  in  the  case,  and  a  portion  of  which  the  receiver 
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songht  to  recover ;  that  said  Catharine  Coats  was  afterwards 
appointed  the  sole  executrix  of  the  estate  of  h^r  deceased 
husband ;  that  she  and  the  two  minor  children  continued  to 
reside  together  on  the  premises  until  the  defendant  in  the 
action  went  into  possession  thereof,  which  was  April  1,  1857 ; 
that,  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  Horace  Coats  owed  some 
debts;  on  the  11th  day  of  September,  1866,  Catharine 
Goats  confessed  a  judgment  for  $127.54,  in  the  supreme  court 
of  this  state,  in  favor  of  one  William  DuflSn  ;  that  the  debt 
•for  which  the  judgment  was  confessed  was  for  goods  and 
groceries  furnished  her  from  Baffin's  store,  from  May  26, 

1855,  to  July  23, 1856 ;  that,  on  the  13th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1856,  such  judgment  was  docketed  in  the  county 
clerk's  office  of  Otsego  county ;  execution  in  the  usual 
form  was  issued  thereon  on   the  15th  day  of  September, 

1856,  and  returned  unsatisfied  on  the  17th  day  of  September, 
1856.  On  the  23d  day  of  September,  1856,  on  a  proper 
affidavit,  judge  Goxtld  granted  an  order,  in  proceedings  sup- 
plemental to  execution,  against  said  Catharine  Coats,  on  said 
judgment,  requiring  her  to  appear  and  answer  before  N.  C. 
Moak,  as.  referee,  on  the  30th  day  of  September,  1856 ;  she 
appeared  and  was  examined  under  such  order ;  and  the  ref- 
eree's report  showed  the  discovery,  on  such  examination,  of 
her  right  to  dower  in  said  premises.  On  the  17th  day  of 
October,  1856,  judge  Gould  appointed  said  Moak  receiver 
of  her  property ;  and  that,  on  the  11th  day  of  November, 
1856,  the  bond  of  said  receiver  was  duly  approved,  and  the 
same  was  on  that  day  duly  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  Otsego 
county.  On  the  17th  day  of  February,  1857,  said  Moak,  in 
the  name  of  said  Catharine  Coats,  by  him  as  receiver,  peti- 
tioned the  surrogate  of  Otsego  county  for  the  appointment 
of  a  special  guardian  to  protect  the  interest  of  said  two  minor 
children  in  proceedings  for  the  admeasurement  of  the  dower 

.of  Catharine  Coats ;  and  on  same  day  the  surrogate  of  said 
county  granted  an  order  for  that  purpose,  appointing  one 
E.  M.  Harris  such  special  guardian.    On  same  day  a  petition 
»  Vol.  Lin  23 
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was  presented  to  said  surrogate  for  the  admeasurement  of 
such  dower,  with  due  proof  of  service  on  said  special  guardian. 
On  the  16th  day  of  April,  1857,  said  surrogate  made  an 
order  appointing  three  commissioners,  therein  named,  to 
make  admeasurement  of  dower,  and  they  duly  took  the  oath 
required  of  them.  On  the  8d  day  of  June,  1857,  the  com- 
missioners made  their  report  admeasuring  her  dower,  and  the 
report  was  filed  and  confirmed  by  the  surrogate  on  the  8th 
day  of  June,  1857.  It  appears,  from  admissions  in  the  case, 
that  no  notice  of  the  proceedings  before  the  surrogate  was 
given  to  the  defendant  in  the  case,  who  is  Moses  Coats.  On 
the  10th  day  of  July,  1855,  a  petition,  bearing  date  July 
9,  1855,  of  the  two  infants  by  Catharine  Coats,  their  mother, 
and  next  friend,  was  presented  to  the  Otsego  county  court 
for  the  appointment  of  a  special  guardian  of  the  two 
infants,  for  the  sale  of  the  .said  real  estate  of  the  two 
infants;  and  she  alleged  in  the  said  petition  that  she 
was  willing  to,  and  desired  to,  join  in  the  sale  of  said 
real  estate,  and  thereby  release  her  dower  interest  in 
the  same.  She  also  alleged  that  she  was  appointed  the 
administratrix  of  the  estate  of  Horace  Coats,  deceased,  and 
that  the  personal  property  of  said  deceased  was  insufficient 
to  pay  the  debts  of  said  estate,  and  that  there  were  due  from 
said  estate,  for  debts  unpaid  of  the  estate,  about  $225.  She 
further  alleged  that  she  and  the  two  infants  had,  since  the 
decease  of  said  Horace  Coats,  lived  together  as  one  family, 
and  were  then  living  together,  and  that  they  had  necessarily 
incurred  debts  and  liabilities  for  their  maintenance  and  the 
education  of  said  two  infants,  and  for  which  they  had  no 
means  of  paying,  except  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  said 
real  estate,  and  which  debts  were  due  to  divers  parties,  who 
had  given  them  credit  to  the  amount  of  about  $800,  which 
should  be  equally  shared  between  them,  as  they  three  had 
each  had  their  necessary  support  out  of  the  same,  and  that  they 
were  willing  that  all  of  such  indebtedness  should  be  first  paid 
out  of  the  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  of  said  real  estate,  if 
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a  sale  thereof  should  b^  ordered  by  the  court.  That  the 
premises  were  free  from  incumbrances,  except  the  said  amount 
of  moneys  unpaid  of  the  debts  owing  bysaid  Horace  Coats,  at 
the  time  of  his  decease.  And  she  averred  that  neither  of  the 
said  two  infants  or  her  were  in  want  of  any  portion  of  the 
principal  sum  to  be  obtained  for  said  real  estate,  except  that 
they  desired  that  the  special  guardian  to  be  appointed  should 
be  directed  first  to  pay,  out  of  the  moneys  arising  upon  such 
sale  of  said  real  estate,  the  said  indebtedness  of  said  real 
estate,  and  th!B  said  indebtedness  of  about  $800  of  the  three, 
to  wit:  her  and  the  two  infants,  made  as  aforesaid,  the 
indebtedness  to  be  ascertained  by  a-  referee  to  be  appointed 
therein.  She  also  stated  in  said  petition  that  she  did  not 
wish  to  receive  the  then  present  value  of  her  dower  interests 
in  said  premises,  but  that  she  wished  to  have  one-third  part 
of  the  avails  of  the  sale  of  said  real  estate  (after  first  paying 
the  said  indebtedness  of  herself  and  the  said  infants)  invested, 
the  principal  sum  thereof  for  the  use  of  said  infants,  at  her 
decease,  and  that  the  interest  money  arising  therefrom  might 
be  paid  over  annually  to  her  during  her  lifetime.  The 
reason  for  the  presentation  of  the  petition,  as  stated,  were 
briefly  these :  That  the  three  were  unable  to  manage  the 
lands  so  as  to  majce  them  a  comfortable  support,  and  that 
they  had  no  other  means  of  support,  or  for  the  payment  of 
said  indebtedness,  and  that  the  premises  were  fast  getting  out 
of  repairs,  and  they  were  unable  to  repair  the  same ;  and  that, 
in  their  opinion,  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  thereof, 
in^^ted,  would  be  more  productive  to  them.     *    *    * 

On  the  same  day  an  order  was  made  by  said  county  court, 
appointing  Wm.  Marks  as  special  guardian,  for  the  purpose 
of  conducting  such  sale  of  the  real  estate,  and  the  matter  was, 
by  said  order,  referred  to  Charles  McLean,  to  ascertain  the 
truth  of  the  facts  of  said  petition,  and  whether  a  sale  would 
be  beneficial,  &c.,  and  what  amount  of  moneys  were  necessary 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  to  pay  said  debts  due 
from  the  estate  of  said  Horace  Coats,  deceased,  and  which 
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were  owing  by  him  in  his  litetin^e,  and  at  the  time  of  his 
decease,  and  to  whom  the  same  was  then  due,  over  and  above 
the  full  amount  of  the  moneys  arising  from  the  personal  estate 
of  said  Horace  Goats,  deceased,  and  also  to  ascertain  and 
report  the  amount  of  indebtedness  referred  to  in  said  petition, 
created  for  the  necessary  support,  maintenance  and  education 
of 'said  petitioners,  to  wit :  The  two  infants  and  her,  Catharine 
Coats,  and  the  names  of  each  of  the  persons  to  whom  such 
indebtedness  existed,  and  the  amoimts  due  to  each  of  such 
persons. 

On  the  6th  day  of  February,  1856,  said  McLean,  referee, 
reported  to  said  court  that  he  was  satisfied  that  all  the  mate- 
rial &cts  of  the  petition  were  true,  and  that  a  sale  of  the 
whole  premises  would  be  for  their  benefit ;  and  he  further 
reported  that  the  amount  of  money  necessary  to  pay  the 
debts  of  Horace  Coats,  deceased,  which  were  owing  by  him 
at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  for  which  there  was  no  per- 
sonal property  belonging  to  his  estate  to  pay,  and  which  had 
been  advanced  by  and  was  due  to  Harmon  Howland,  was  the 
sum  of  $239.07. 

Tliat  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness  referred  to  in  said  peti- 
tion of  said  petitioners,  created  for  the  necessary  support  and 
maintenance  and  education  of  said  petitioners,  and  the  names  of 
the  several  persons  to  whom  such  amounts  were  then  due, 
and  the  several  amounts  were  as  follows:  The  name  and 
amount  of  each  being  given  and  amounting  in  tlie  aggregate  to 
$1,218.68.  In  the  list  appears  said  William  Duffin  for  nineteen 
dollars  and  sixty-seven  cents.  That  of  said  sum  of  $1,218.68, 
$979.61  had  been  incurred  for  the  equal  benefit  of  said  infants 
and  their  mother,  Catharine  Coats,  and  that  said  sum,  with  such 
interest  as  might  accrue  thereon,  should  be  first  deducted  from 
the  whole  purchase-price  of  said  lands  and  one-third  part  of  the 
remainder  invested  at  interest  secured  by  bond  and  mort- 
gage, the  principal  sum  to  remain  during  the  lifetime  of  said 
Catharine  Coats  and  the  annual  interest  thereon  to  be  paid 
to  her  annually  during  her  lifetime,  and  the  principal  at  her 
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decease  should  be  paid  to  the  said  infants  in  equal  portions, 
or  to  their  heirs  or  assigns ;  that  said  sum  of  $239.07,  with 
interest  thereon,  should  be  paid  to  said  Harmon  Howland, 
out  of  the  share  of  said  infants  to  them  remaining,  for  money 
by  him  advanced  for  the  payment  of  debts  due  from  said 
Horace  Coats  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  he  further 
reported  that  he  had  not  ascertained  the  value  of  her  dower 
interest  upon  the  principles  of  life  annuities  for  the  reason 
that  in,  the  petition  she  had  elected  to  have  one-third  of  the 
nioney  arising  from  the  sale  of  lands,  after  paying  the  said 
indebtedness^  invested  or  secured  by  bond  and  mortgage  for 
her  during  her  Hfe,  or  the  annual  interest  arising  from  the 
same,  and  that  she  (Catharine  Coats)  was  entitled  as  the  widow 
of  Horace  Coats,  deceased,  to  dower  in  the  whole  of  said  lands 
in  which  she,  by  said  petition,  consented  to  join  in  the  sale 
thereof.  On  the  11th  day  of  February,  1856,  an  order  was 
made  by  said  court  confirming  said  report  of  said  McLean, 
and  authorizing  the  special  guardian  to  contract  for  the  sale 
of  the  right,  title  and  interest  of  said  infants  in  said  real 
estate.  On  the  11th  day  of  February,  1856,  a  contract  was 
entered  into  for  the  sale  thereof,  and  the  guardian  also  included 
in  the  agreement  the  sale  of  the  interest  of  Catharine  Coats 
therewith  for  the  sum  of  $3,230,  to  be  paid  as  follows :  The  sum 
of  $1,400  in  cash  and  so  much  more  as  the  purchaser  (Mosf^s 
Coats,  the  defendant  in  Moak  agt.  Coats)  might  see  fit  to  pay 
on  the  Ist  day  of  April,  1856,  and  the  remaining  portion  of 
the  purchase-money  to  be  then  secured  by  bond  and  mort- 
gage of  said  Moses  Coats,  payable  as  therein  provided. 

On  the  said  11th  day  of  February,  1856,  said  contract'  was 
reported  to  the  court 

On  the  same  day  an  order  was  made  by  said  court  confirm- 
ing said  report  and  authorizing  a  conveyance  in  pursuance 
thereof,  and  directed  the  payment  of  said  debt  of  said  estate 
after  the  costs  of  proceedings,  lixed  at  eighty  dollars,  were 
paid,  and  that  out  of  the  balance  he  pay  said  sums  of  money 
due    the    creditors  of  said    infants  and   Catharine  Coats, 
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amoanting  to  said  snm  of  $979.61,  and  such  accrued  inter- 
est as  might  be  found  due  as  the  same  were  set  forth  in 
said  report  of  said  McLean,  and  take  receipts  therefor  from 
each  person,  and  that  he  file  the  same  with  his  report; 
that  the  sum  of  $239.07,  reported  as  being  due  to  said 
Harmon  Howland  from  the  estate  of  said  Horace  Coats, 
deceased,  be  deducted  from  the  shares  of  said  infants,  and 
that  the  remaining  sum  of  money,  after  deducting  the  costs 
and  expenses  and  the  payment  of  said  sum  so  reported  by  said 
referee,  except  the  sum  of  $239.07,  one-third  part  thereof  be 
invested  in  bond  and  mortgage  upon  unincumbered  real 
estate  affording  ample  security  at  timies  for  the  same  during 
the  lifetime  of  said  Catharine  Coats,  paying  interest  annually 
thereof  to  her  during  her  lifetime,  and  at  her  decease  the 
principal  sum  thereof  to  be  paid  in  equal  portions  to  said 
infants,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  and  the  remainder  to  be 
securely  invested  on  bond  and  mortgage  for  benefit  of  said 
infants,  <&c.  The  said  Catharine  Coats  to  receive  no  benefit 
of  said  order  until  she  should  execute  and  deliver  to  said 
Moses  Coates  a  sufficient  release  of  all  her  dower  interest  in 
the  lands  and  premises  described  in  the  petition. 

A  deed  bearing  date  February  15,  1856,  between  special 
guardian  for  said  infants,  reciting  the  proceedings  theretofore 
had,  and  containing  a  recital  that  said  Catliarine  Coats  joined 
in  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  her  dower  interest 
in  the  premises,  was  executed  by  such  special  guardian  on  the 
31st  day  of  March,  1856.  She  did  not  execute  it  until  the 
20th  day  of  February,  1857,  having  up  to  that  time  failed  to 
do  itf  On  the  Ist  day  of  April,  1857,  said  Moses  Coats  exe- 
cuted a  bond  and  mortgage  to  secure  $1,700  of  said  purchase* 
money. 

On  the  1st  day  of  July,  1857,  said  special  guardian  made 
his  report,  showing  that  the  deed  had  been  executed  by  him 
for  the  infants  at  the  time  aforesaid,  and  that  said  Moses 
Coats  was  ready  to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement,  but 
that  said  Catharine  had  &iled  to  execute  the  same,  or  to  sur- 
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render  the  posseeeion  of  said  premises  to  Moses  Coats  until 
the  1st  day  of  Apri],  1857,  and  that  she  had  joined  in  the 
execation  of  said  deed  a  short  time  prior  to  said  1st  of  April, 
1857,  and  that  said  Moses  Goats,  on  the  1st  day  of  April, 
1857,  in  pursuance  of  said  agreement,  had  paid  him  in  cash 
the  sum  of  $1,500  on  said  premises,  and,  on  the  same  day, 
had  executed  his  bond  and  mortgage  to  secure  the  payment 
of  the  remaining  sum  of  ^1,700,  in  pursuance  of  said  agree- 
ment, and  that  of  said  sum  of  $1,700,  the  sum  of  $651.67  the 
said  Catharine  Coats  was  entitled  to  the  annual  interest 
thereon  during  her  lifetime,  and  that  out  of  the  money  so 
paid  to  him  by  said  Moses  Coats  he  had  paid  the  costs  and  the 
several  amounts  to  individuals,  as  directed  by  said  order,  and 
that  he  had  taken  their  receipts  therefor,  which  were  annexed 
to  his  report  and  forming  a  part  thereof,  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  the  sum  of  $1,403.31 ;  that  he  had  disposed  of  the 
balance  as  stated  therein,  which  is  not  material  here  to  recite. 
Among  said  receipts  attached  to  said  report  is  one  in  the 
following  words  and  figures,  to  wit : 

"OTSEGO  COUNTY  COURT. 


'*In  the  matter  of  the  petition  of  Jans  L. 
Coats  and  Altheba  Coats,  infants,  and 
Cathabinb  Coats,  their  mother. 


$21.47. 


"  Received  of  William  Marks,  special  guardian  for  the  above- 
named  infants,  twenty-one  dollars  and  forty-seven  cents,  in 
full  for  the  amount  directed  to  be  paid  by  him  to  me^by  an 
order  of  this  court,  bearing  date  the  11th  day  of  February, 
1856.     Dated  April  1,  1857. 

« (Bd.)       WM.  DUFFIN." 

On  the  7th  day  of  July,  1857,  an  order  was  made  by  said 
court  confirming  in  all  things  said  report  of  said  special  guard- 
ian. It  is  not  pretended  in  the  case  that  the  William  DufSn, 
the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment  upon  which  Moak  was  appointed 
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receiver,  is  not  the  same  William  Duffin  who  gave  the  receipt 
for  the  twenty-one  dollars  and  forty-seven  cents  to  the  special 
gnardian  of  said  infants.  It  appears  from  the  case  that  no 
demand  was  made  of  the  defendant  for  possession  of  the  part 
of  the  premises  assigned  as  Mrs.  Coats'  dower  until  the  30th 
day  of  August,  1857.  The  action  was  not  commenced  until 
as  late  as  October  20, 1857. 

There  is  no  evidence  or  an  intimation  given  in  the  case 
that  Moses  Coats  knew  of  any  of  the  proceedings  on  the 
judgment  of  Duffin  against  Catharine  Coats,  or  of  any  of  the 
proceedings  before  the  surrogate  with  reference  to  Catharine 
Coats'  dower  interest,  until  after  he  had  paid  his  money  and 
taken  the  deed.  Mr.  Moak,.  the  receiver,  was  simply  the  rep- 
resentative of  Duffin,  and  he  was  bound  by  the  acts  of  Duf- 
fin. We  have  a  right  to  presume,  that  as  early  as  between 
the  11th  day  of  July,  1855,  and  the  5th  day  of  February,  1856, 
Duffin  knew  of  the  proceedings  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate. 
No  money  had  then  been  parted  with  by  defendant  Moses 
Coats ;  and  none  was  parted  with  by  him,  for  the  real  estate 
until  the  1st  day  of  April,  1857,  notwithstanding  such  knowl- 
edge on  the  part  of  Duffin  with  reference  to  said  proceedings 
for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate,  including  therein  the  dower 
interest  of  Mrs.  Coats,  he  laid  quietly  by,  and  on  the  1st  day  of 
April,  1857,  fully  ratified  it.  I  have  said  that  we  have  a  right 
to  presume  Duffin  knew  of  the  proceedings  at  some  time 
between  July  11,  1855,  and  the  5th  day  of  February,  1856. 
I  conclude  so  from  the  fact  that  his  claim,  proven  before  the 
referee,  was  proven  within  that  time,  and  the  presumption 
is  that  he  proved  it  himself.  There  is  no  evidence  or  state- 
ment in  the  case  showing  that  he  did  not.  The  presumption 
that  he  did  know  of  it  is  further  strengthened  by  the  receipt 
of  the  money  by  him  and  his  giving  his  receipt  therefor  on 
the  1st  day  of  April,  1857,  and  in  which  the  proceedings 
are  referred  to.  By  the  acceptance  of  that  money  fropi  the 
special  guardian  he  accepted  a  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  her 
right  of  dower,  for  she  bore  the  payment  of  that  claim,  with 
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others,  with  the  infants,  and  her  share  of  the  debts  thus  paid  was 
paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  her  dower  interest,  with  full  knowl- 
edge of  that  fact.  We  must  assume  DuflSn  went  before  the  ref- 
eree, McLean,  and  proved  his  claim  of  nineteen  dollars  and 
sixty-seven  cents  and  interest,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him 
to  get  a  portion  of  the  money  paid  by  Moses  Coats  for  such 
dower  interest  of  Mrs.  Ooats.  He  took  the  money  without 
disclosing  the  fact  that  he,  through  the  receiver,  claimed  any 
interest  in  what  had  produced  it  The  taking  of  it  was  as 
fatal  to  the  rights  of  the  receiver  as  if  the  receiver  himself 
had  received  a  portion  of  it  on  the  debt  represented  by  him. 
His  acts  were  the  acts  of  the  receiver  for  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses in  the  matter,  as  the  receiver  was  simply  his  represen- 
tative for  the  collection  of  the  judgment. 

Did  he,  Duffin,  not,  by  his  own  act  in  receiving  the  twenty- 
one  dollars  and  forty-seven  cents,  as  he  did,  fully  ratify  the  sale 
by  her  of  her  dower  interest,  and  her  release  thereof  to  Moses 
Coats  ?  I  think  he  did,  pretty  effectually,  too.  It  did  not  lie  with 
him  to  stand  by  silently  and  see  Mosee  Coats  pay  his  money  for 
her  dower  interest,  then  go  into  court  and  get  a  part  of  it  on  a 
debt  of  his,  vnthout  even  questioning  the  legality  of  the  sale 
producing  it,  and  then,  through  his  representative,  the  receiver, 
come  into  another  court  and  say  in  that  court  that  his  repre- 
sentative, the  receiver,  was  not  bound  by  his,  Duffin's,  acts 
in  the  county  court ;  that  although  he  had  taken  a  portion  of 
the  money  of  Moses  Coats,  under  an  order  of  the  county 
court,  he  yet  had  the  right  to  require  him  to  surrender  what 
he,  Moses  Coats,  had  paid  for  in  good  faith  and  be,  Duffin, 
had  shared  in  the  proceeds  of.  It  is  not  necessary  to  inquire 
whether  the  order  of  the  county  court  was  valid  or  not ;  Duf- 
fin was  not  in  a  position  to  question  it.  lir  he  was  not,  the 
receiver  was  not. 

K  a  party  desires  to  avail  himself  of  the  benefit  of  such  an 

order,  and  does  do  it,  he  must,  and  will  in  all  courts,  be  held 

to  thereby  ratify  the  order  in  whole.    He  cannot  ratify  it  in 

part,  and  disaffirm  it  in  part.    With  such  a  state  of  facts  in 

Vol.  Lin.  24 


186  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Hayes  agt.  Buckley. 

the  case,  I  cannot  believe  the  case  was  decided  by  the  gen- 
eral term  on  the  groand  that  a  conveyance  or  an  assignment 
was  not  executed  of  the  dower  right  to  the  receiver,  and  that 
sach  was  necessary.  Supposing  one  had  been  executed  and 
delivered,  I  undertake  to  say  that  the  effect  of  such  an  act  on 
the  pkrt  of  Duffin,  upon  the  rights  of  the  receiver,  would 
have  been  the  same,  and  been  fatal  to  any  such  action  as  he, 
the  receiver,  might  have  brought  against  Moses  Coats  in  rela- 
tion to  the  same.  But  I  am  further  confirmed  in  the  position 
that  the  case  was  not  decided  on  the  ground  of  a  want  of 
conveyance  or  assignment  to  the  receiver,  from  the  fact  that, 
following  in  the  opinion  of  Campbbll,  J.,  after  what  I  have 
quoted  on  the  subject,  is  the  statement  that  he 'thinks" 
there  should  be  judgment  for  the  defendant  upon  the  verdict, 
for  the  reason  that  the  plaintiff  failed  to  show  title  in  him- 
self, as  against  the  defendant,  a  purchaser  in  good  faith,  with- 
out notice.  The  rights  of  the  receiver,  with  reference  to 
such  dower  interest,  was,  by  Duffin,  his  principal,  ratifying 
the  sale  of  such  dower  interest,  and  its  transformation,  by 
the  Otsego  court,  into  a  fund  in  that  court,  transferred  from 
such  real  estate  to  said  fund ;  and  I  think  Campbbll,  J.,  in 
saying  the  defendant,  upon  the  verdict,  should  have  a  judg- 
ment, for  the  reason  that  the  plaintiff  failed  to  show  title  in 
himself,  expressed  the  verdict  of  the  court.  His,  Duffin's,  title 
vanished  when  such  transformation  was  occurring.  Further- 
more before  her,  Mrs.  Coats',  right  to  dower  wad  assigned, 
whether  it  might  be  vested  in  her  or  the  receiver,  it  v^bb  a  mere 
chose  in  action  {Thompson  agt.  Fonda^  4  Paige  Ch,^  448 ;  Stevy- 
anrt  agt.  Mc  Martin^  5  Barb.^  438 ;  Ore&n  agt,  Putnam^  1  Barb,^ 
500).  A  chose  in  action  is  not  real  estate,  but  personal  prop- 
erty (2  Blackatone^a  OommentarieSy  889-397;  1  Chitty*s 
Pr,y  99 ;  1  Barb.y  500) ;  even  then,  under  the  rule  that  a 
conveyance  is  only  necessary  to  transfer  the  title  to  real  estate, 
such  right  to  dower  became  vested  in  the  receiver  without  a 
conveyance  or  assignment.  Aft;er  it  was  thus  vested  in  the 
receiver,  it  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  after  assignment. 
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when  it  had  merged  into  an  interest  in  real  estate,  it  was 
necessary  for  a  conveyance  or  assignment  to  save  a  right, 
ah^eady  vested  in  the  receiver,  from  sliding  back  into  the 
hands  of  the  original  party.  .  If  orders  are  susceptible  of 
such  relaxity,  without  fault  on  the  part  of  the  receiver  or  his 
principal,  there  ought  to  be  some  new  fastener  or  supporter  put 
on  to  them  to  save  such  result.  I  cannot  subscribe  to  the  doc- 
trine that  there  is  a  possibility  of  such  sliding  back.  Neither 
do  I  believe  that  the  case  of  Moak  agt.  Coats  is  an  author- 
ity for  the  necessity  of  a  conveyance  to  vest  the  title  to  real 
estate  in  a  receiver  appointed  in  supplementary  proceedings; 
besides,  the  language  used  by  Campbell,  J.,  in  putting  forth 
the  necessity  of  such  conveyance  or  assignment,  seems  to  be 
based  upon  the  remarks  of  judge  Comstook,  in  the  case  of 
Cliautauque  County  Bank  agt.  RUley  (19  iT.  y.,  369).  I 
fail  to  see  how  that  opinion  of  judge  Comstook  had  any 
application  as  a  precedent  in  the  case  of  Moak  agt.  Coats. 
Judge  Comstook's  remarks  as  to  a  conveyance  or  an  assign- 
ment being  necessary  to  vest  the  title  of  real  estate  in  the 
receiver  appointed  by  the  court  of  chancery,  or  by  the 
supreme  courl  succeeding  to  its  powers,  has  never  been  ques- 
tioned, to  my  knowledge.  The  supreme  court  exercised  such 
power  under  section  244  of  the  Code,  which  is  silent  as  to 
how  the  title  is  acquired  by  the  receiver  appointed  under  it. 

Now  we  come  down  to  a  consideration  of  section  298  of 
the  Code  of  Procedure,  under  which  the  receiver  in  this  case 
was  appointed,  and  see  what  wo  can  discover  there.  That 
section  commences  with  the  declaration  that  ^^  the  judge  may 
also,  by  order,  appoint  a  receiver  of  the  property  of  the  judg- 
ment  debtor,  in  the  same  manner,  and  with  the  Uke  authority,  as 
if  the  appointment  was  made  by  the  court,  according  to  section 
244  of  the  Code,"  that  is,  by  a  written  order,  and  the  receiver 
shall  have  like  authority  over  the  property  which  he  becomes 
possessed  of  as  such  receiver,  as  a  receiver  appointed  by  the 
court  under  section  244  of  the  Code  would  have.  That 
portion  cited  of  section  298  of  the  Code,  does  not  assume  to 
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Bay  that  the  receiver  appointed  under  that  section  shall  become 
possessed  of  the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor,  in  the 
same  manner  that  he  would  if  he  had  been  appointed  by  the 
court,  under  section  244  of  the  Code.  So  much  for  such 
omission.  No  succeeding  portion  of  that  subdivision  of  said 
section  has  any  reference  to  the  manner  in  which  the  title  to 
the  real  property  of  the  judgment  debtor  is  acquired  by  the 
receiver. 

Now  we  come  down  to  the  next  subdivision  of  that  section 
(298).  That  provides,  among  other  things,  that,  whenever 
the  judge  shall  grant  an  order  for  the  appointment  of  the 
receiver,  <&c.,  the  same  shall  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk 
of  the  county  where  the  judgment  roll  is  filed,  or  a  transcript 
from  justice's  judgment,  upon  which  the  proceedings  are 
taken,  is  filed  ;  and  the  clerk  shall  record  the  order,  in  a  book 
to  be  kept  for  that  purpose,  in  his  office,  &c.  Then  the  sec- 
tion says :  "  A  certified  copy  of  said  order  shall  be  delivered 
to  the  receiver  named  therein,  and  he  shall  be  vested  with 
the  property  and  effects  of  the  judgment  debtor,  from  the 
time  ot*  the  filing  and  recording  of  the  order  aforesaid." 
No  rule  of  court,  decision  or  statute,  that* I  anl  aware 
of,  ever  required  the  delivery  of  a  certified  copy  of  the 
order  to  a  receiver  appointed  by  the  court.  Neither  do 
I  know  of  any  statute  which  declared  or  declares  that 
upon  his  (the  receiver)  receiving  a  certified  copy  of  the 
order  appointing  him  (by  the  court),  he  shall  be  vested 
with  the  property  and  effects  of  the  judgment  debtor 
as  of  the  time  of  the  filing  and  recording  of  said  order^ 
or  that  upon  the  order  being  filed  and  recorded,  he  shall 
become  vested  with  the  property  and  effects  of  the  debtor. 
I  fail  to  see  how,  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  remaining  sub* 
division  of  section  298  aforesaid,  the  term  "  property,"  as  used 
in  the  clause  of  the  second  subdivision  of  said  section,  298,  just 
quoted  by  me,  could  mean  any  thing  but  both  the  real  and 
personal  property  of  the  debtor.  The  third  subdivision 
thereof  was  added  in  1863. 
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Section  464  of  the  Code  has  been  in  existence  in  its  present 
form  since  the  adoption  of  the  Code  in  1848,  and  it  says : 
"  The  word  ^property J  as  used  in  this  act,  includes  property 
realwidip&rBonaV^  The  words,  "  this  act,"  found  in  said  sec- 
tion, undoubtedly  means  chapter  379  of  the  Laws  of  New  York, 
passed  April  12, 1848,  which  chapter  was  our  present  Code  of 
Procedure  as  first  adopted.  With  that  legislative  mezining 
given  the  word  "  property,'*  as  used  in  section  298, 1  am  unable 
to  see  how,  prior  to  1863,  any  court  or  judicial  officer  could 
draw  any  distinction  between  the  manner  of  acquiring  title 
to  real  estate  and  that  of  personal  estate  by  receivers  appointed 
in  proceedings  supplemental  to  execution.  I  do  not  think 
section  298  of  the  Code  contemplated  any  distinction  in  tliat 
respect  The  statute,  as  it  thus  stood  prior  to  the  adoption  of 
said  amendment  in  1863,  was,  it  is  true,  open  to  the  criticism 
visited  upon  it  by  Campbell,  J.,  in  his  opinion  in  Moak  agt. 
Coats  {ante).  But,  conceding  that,  laws  enacted  by  the  legis- 
lature, though  dangerous  in  their  provisions  if  within  the 
pale  of  the  Constitution,  are  not  to  be  repealed,  nullified  or 
modified  by  the  courts  or  judicial  officers ;  that  privilege  and 
duty  rests  with  the  legislative  branches  of  the  state,  and  not 
with  the  judicial  branch  thereof.  By  the  adoption  of  said 
amendment  of  1863,  the  legislature,  in  the,  exercise  of  its 
powers,  removed  the  dangerous  part  of  said  section  referred 
to  by  Campbell,  J.,  as  aforesaid,  by  its  declaring  that  before 
the  receiver  shall  be  vested  with  any  real  property  of  such 
judgment  debtor,  a  certified  copy  of  said  order  shall  also  be 
filed  and  recorded  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  county  where 
the  real  estate  of  the  judgment  debtor  is  situated,  if  situated 
outside  of  the  county  where  the  judgment  roll  and  the  origi- 
nal order  appointing  such  receiver  was  filed  and  recorded,  and 
also  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  where  the  judg- 
ment debtor  resides,  if  residing  out  of  the  county  where  said 
original  order  was  filed  and  recorded.  The  last  clause  of 
said  subdivision  has  been  construed  by  the  supreme  court  at 
special  term  in  this  district  by  Mbbwin,  J.,  as  requiring  the 
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filing  and  recording  of  a  certified  copy  of  order  only  where 
debtor  or  land  was  situated  outside  of  county  where  the 
original  order  appointing  receiver  was  filed  and  recorded, 
and  which  construction  of  the  same,  I  cheerfully  accept  as 
the  true  construction  thereof.  If  the  law  contemplated  a 
conveyance  or  assignment  necessary  to  vest  the  property  in 
the  receiver,  why  did  not  the  section  provide  for  a  record  of 
such  conveyance  or  assignment  in  such  places,  instead  of  a 
record  of  such  order  and  the  certified  copies  thereof?  I  think 
I  have  already  fully  answered  the  question.  I  have  conversed 
with  both  judges  Mebwin  and  Habdin  on  the  subject  of  the 
necessity  of  such  conveyance  or  assignment  to  a  receiver  of 
the  real  estate  of  the  judgment  debtor  to  vest  the  same  in  the 
receiver.  They  both  expressed  themselves  to  me  as  clear 
that  no  conveyance  or  assignment  is  necessary  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  that  the  appointment,  filing  and  recording  of  the 
order,  giving  the  requisite  bond,  having  the  same  duly 
approved  and  obtaining  a  certified  copy  of  the  order,  vested 
the  receiver  with  the  title  of  the  real  estate  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor  found  in  the  county  where  the  judgment  roll 
was  filed,  provided  the  judgment  debtor  then  resided 
there ;  if  he  did  not  reside  there  or  the  land  was  in  another 
county,  or  both,  then,  by  also  filing  a  certified  copy  of 
such  order  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  county  where  the 
real  estate  was  situated  and  in  the  county  where  judg- 
ment debtor  then  resided.  I  find  on  examination  (33  Him, 
Pr.  Ji.y  618)  that  the  case  of  JHoak  agt.  Coats  (ante)  was 
appealed  to  court  of  appeals  and  judgment  rendered  by  gen- 
eral term,  as  shown  by  33  Barbour,  498,  affirmed  by  the 
court  of  appeals.  Upon  inquiry  of  the  reporter  of  the  court 
of  appeals,  I  find  that  no  written  opinion  was  given  by  the 
court  of  appeals  in  the  case.  In  the  absence  of  such  written 
opinion  I  must  assume  the  court  of  appeals  affirmed  the  judg- 
ment  on  the  ground  suggested  by  me,  or  at  least  on  some 
ground  other  than  that  a  conveyance  or  assignment  was 
necessary.     As  this  question  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
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fdlly  settled  by  any  reported  case,  I  must  deny  the  motion, 
without  costs. 

Motion  denied  without  costs. 

Since  writing  the  foregoing  opinion,  the  case  oiCooney  agt. 
Cooney  (65  Bwrh,^  624)  has  fallen  under  my  observation. 
The  opinion  is  given  by  Hasdin,.J.,  and  in  that  opinion  he 
says,  though  obiter^  that  an  assignment  or  conveyance  is  not 
necessary  to  vest  the  title  to  real  estate  in  the  receiver 
appointed  in  supplementary  proceedings. 


n 


198  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Seabuiy  agt.  Grosvenor. 


UNITED  STATES  OIKCUIT  COUKT. 

Sbabubt  &  Johnson  agt.  John  M.  Gbosvenor. 

Trade-mark —  F^raudnient  r&presenUxtion. 

Courts  of  equity  refuse  to  interfere  in  behalf  of  persons  who  claim  prop- 
erty in  a  trade-mark,  acquired  by  advertising  their  wares  under  repre- 
sentations which  are  false. 

Jwne^  1877. 

This  suit  was  brought  by  Seabnry  &  Johnson,  plaintifEs, 
for  an  injunction  against  John  M.  Grosvenor,  for  an  alleged 
inftingement  of  a  trade-mark. 

*  The  alleged  trade-mark  was  claimed  by  Seabui^y  &  Johnson 
to  consist  of  the  word  "  capcine,"  as  used  in  their  '^  Benson's 
Capcine  Plasters."  The  evidence  showed  that,  prior  to  com- 
mencing this  suit,  Seabury  &  Johnson  had  falsely  represented, 
in  their  circulars  accompanying  their  plasters,  that  they  were 
made  of  "  capcine,"  and  that  "  capcine "  was  "  a  vegetable 
principle  of  great  value,  recently  discovered  by  a  celebrated 
chemist,"  &c.,  the  truth  being  that  there  was,  and  is,  no  such 
word  or  substance  as  "  capcine  "  in  chemistry  or  medicine,  or 
otherwise,  while  "  capsicin,"  the  word  used  by  the  defendant 
Grosvenor,  is  the  name  of  a  real  substance  well  known  in 
chemistry  and  medicine. 

E,  Cox,  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  W.  Howe,  for  defendant. 
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Bl ATOHFOBD,  «7".  —  The  evidence  is  clear  that  the  plaintiflFs 
were  systematically  and  knowingly  carrying  on  a  fraudulent 
trade.  Although  they  may  have  omitted  the  fraudulent  and 
deceptive  and  untrue  language  from  their  circulars  before 
this  suit  was  commenced,  yet  if  they  have  any  property  in 
the  trade-mark  which  they  claim  title  to,  they  acquired  such 
property  by  the  use,  for  a  considerable  time,  of  such  language 
in  the  circulars  which  accompanied  the  articles  they  sold,  and 
in  respect  to  which  the  trade-mark  is  claimed.  Such  Ian- 
guage  was  to  the  effect  that  ^^a  celebrated  chemist  had 
recently  discovered  a  vegetable  principle  of  great  value,  and 
prior  to  making  it  generally  known  had  introduced  it  into 
hospitals,  and  had  generously  extended  its  use  to  the  most 
successful  physicians;  that  the  flattering  and  astonishing 
results  which  characterized  its  action,  at  once  stamped  it  as 
the  most  remarkable  principle  ever  discovered;  that  this 
powerful  remedy  was  named  capcine,  and  that  it  was  used 
in  plasters  prepared  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  called  Benson's 
Capcine  Plasters."  A  registered  trade-mark  is  claimed  in 
the  word  "capcine."  Courts  of  equity  refuse  to  interfere 
in  behalf  of  persons  who  claim  property  in  a  trade-mark 
acquired  by  advertising  their  wares  under  such  representa- 
tions as  those  above  cited,  if  thev  are  false.  It  is  shown  that 
there  is  no  such  article  as  capcine  known  in  chemistry  or 
medicine,  or  otherwise.  The  authorities  are  clear  that  in  a 
case  of  this  description  a  plaintiff  loses  his  right  to  claim  the 
assistance  of  a  court  of  equity  {Lee  agt.  Haley ^  Z.  -ff.,  6  Chy. 
App.  Caa.^  159 ;  Leather  Cloth  Go.  agt.  Ameri^can  Leather 
Cloth  Co.,  4  De  G.,  J.  <&  S.,  142). 

The  motion  for  an  injunction  is  denied. 
Voil  TiTTT.  25 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

QfyrLJOB  Gbibslbb  and  another  agt.  Hollis  L.  Powers  and 

Joseph  G.  Browning. 

Mortgage^  sale  thereof  for  less  than  Us  face -^ Estoppel  —  Trust -^  Cred- 
itors—  Usury, 

Where  a  mortgage  was  made  without  consideration,  but  was  assigned  by 
the  mortgagee  as  a  valid  security  to  a  bona  Jide  purchaser  for  an  amount 
less  than  its  face,  the  purchaser  relying  upon  the  representations  of  the 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee  that  the  mortgage  had  been  issued  for  its  full 
value, 

Heldf  that  the  assignee,  upon  a  sale  by  him  of  the  mortgage  for  its  face, 
was  not  a  trustee  for  the  mortgagor,  nor  his  creditors,  as  to  the  differ- 
ence between  what  he  paid  for  the  mortgage  and  the  sum  which  he 
received  upon  its  sale.  \ 

Schaffer  agt  BetOi/  (60  N,  T.,  61)  and  Freeman  agt  AM  (44  id,,  50) 
distinguished. 

Special  Term^  April,  1877. 

Browning  made  a  mortgage  for  $20,000  to  Stny vesant,  but 
the  same,  as  between  the  parties,  was  without  consideration. 
The  mortgage  was  sold  and  assigned  by  Stuy  vesant  to  Powers 
for  the  sum  of  $16,600,  it  being  represented  to  Powers  at 
the  time  by  both  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  the  mortgagor 
making  an  affidavit  thereto,  that  the  mortgage  was  an  honest 
security,  and  that  the  amount  had  been  actually  received  by 
the  mortgagor  as  a  consideration  for  the  mortgage.  Powers 
acted  upon  the  representations  and  believed  them. 

Powers  subsequently  sold  the  mortgage  for  the  full  amount 
thereof,  and  assigned  the  same  to  the  purchaser.    The  plain- 
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tiff,  a  judgment  creditor  of  Browning,  his  judgment  being 
recovered  after  the  transaction,  claimed  that  Powers  held  the 
difference  between  what  he  paid  for  the  mortgage  and  the 
sum  which  he  received  on  its  sale,  as  a  trust  for  Browning 
and  his  creditors,  and  that  it  was  liable  to  his  debts. 

John  L  Townaend^  for  plaintiffs. 

Oleason  <&  Catar^  for  defendants. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  I  am  referred  to  no  case  as  a  direct  pre- 
cedent for  this  action.  I  infer  it  is  sought  to  be  sustained  as 
a  corollary  from  what  has  been  decided  in  other  cases. 

I  am  referred  to  Schaffer  agt.  ReiUy  (50  iT.  7".,-  61).  But 
an  examination  of  that  case  shows  that  the  person  whose 
claim  was  preferred  to  the  mortgage  had  an  actual  lien  upon 
the  mortgaged  premises  before  the  mortgage  had  validity. 

But  in  the  case  under  consideration  the  plaintiffs  had  no 
lien,  legal  or  equitable,  upon  the  mortgaged  premises,  or  any 
property  of  Browning,  before  the  3d  day  of  October,  1868, 
when  defendant  Powers  purchased  the  mortgage,  and  it 
acquired  validity. 

Before  that  time  plaintiffs  had  not  even  an  acknowledged 
indebtedness  against  Browning.  The  notes,  which  are  the 
foundation  of  his  judgments,  were  not  given  until  some  time 
afterwards. 

The  case  of  Freeman  agt.  Auld  (44  N,  JT.,  60)  differs 
materially  from  the  one  we  are  considering,  and  gives  no 
&vor  to  the  plaintiff's  action.  In  that  case  there  was  a 
mortgage  for  $4,000,  $2,000  was  advanced  by  the  Home 
Insurance  Oompany,  but  a  further  loan  of  $2,000  was  con- 
templated ;  it  had  never,  in  fact,  been  made. 

The  mortgagor  conveyed  the  premises,  subject  to  the  mort- 
gage, which  the  grantee  agreed  to  pay.  It  was  decided  that 
the  grantee,  under  his  covenant,  could  be  compelled  to  pay 
to  the  assignee  of  the  mortgage  the  whole  amount  secured 
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thereby  ;  but  that  the  assignee  would  hold  the  balance  over 
and  above  what  the  Home  Insurance  Company  had  advanced, 
as  a  trustee  for  the  mortgagor,  as  unpaid  purchase-money  on  • 
the  conveyance  of  the  premises.  There  was  good  ground  for 
characterizing  the  relation  between  the  assignee^  of  the  mort- 
gage and  the  mortgagor  as  one  of  trust.  The  assignee,  when 
he  took  the  mortgage,  knew  that  only  $2,000  had  been 
advanced  thereon  by  the  Home  Insurance  Company.  That  is 
all  he,  in  fact,  himself  gave  for  the  mortgage;  he  credited  the 
balance  to  the  mortgagor,  and  in  the  beginning  placed  him- 
self in  the  attitude  of  a  trustee,  and  that  understandingly. 
But  in  the  case  we  are  now  considering,  the  defendant 
Powers  purchased  the  mortgage  upon  the  understanding  that 
it  was  a  good  and  valid  security  for  the  whole  amount 
thereof.     He  believed  it  was  such. 

The  mortgagee  professed  to  sell  the  entire  security  as  one 
upon  which  the  whole  amount  had  been  paid  to  the  mort- 
gagor. The  mortgagor  himself  represented  such  to  be  the 
fact,  and  made  an  aflSdavit  thereto.  There  could,  therefore,  , 
as  to  him,  be  no  resulting  trust.  If  the  security  was  valid, 
the  assignee  could  sell  and  assign  it  at  a  discount  from  its  face. 
The  loss  would  fall  upon  him,  and  not  upon  the  mortgagor. 
And,  in  view  of  the  representations  made  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase  and  assignment  thereof,  the  mortgage  must  be 
deemed  to  be  such  as  it  was  represented  to  be  —  a  good  and 
valid  security  for  the  face  tliereof. 

As  between  the  mortgagor  and  the  defendant  Powers,  there 
is  no  stable  ground  upon  which  a  trust  relation  can  rest. 
Upon  his  own  statement,  Browning  had  no  interest  whatever 
in  the  mortgage  moneys.     He  had  already  received  the  same. 

The  plaintiffs'  claim,  as  projected  in  the  complaint,  is,  that 
the  defendant  Powers,  from  the  time  he  acquired  title  to  the 
bond  and  mortgage,  held  the  same  in  trust  for  Browning,  for 
the  difference  between  what  he  paid  for  same,  $16,600,  and 
$20,000  which  he  received  from  the  person  to  whom  he  after- 
wards assigned  it. 
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As  far  as  Browning  is  concerned,  I  should  conclude  that 
he  was  estopped,  by  his  declarations  and  aflSdavit,  from  assert- 
ing that  Powers  held  the  money  in  trust  for  him. 

That  a  party  is  not  to  be  heard  who  alleges  things  contra- 
dictory to  each  other  is  an  elementary  rule  of  logic,  and  is 
applied  in  courts  of  justice  {^BroovrCs  Legal  JUaxims,  169). 

A  person  is  not  to  be  allowed  to  shift  his  ground,  by  con- 
flicting statements,  according  to  what  he  conceives  to  be  his 
interest.  The  rule  is  that  where  a  person  who,  by  his  words  or 
conduct,  willfully  causes  another  to  believe  the  existence  of  a 
certain  state  of  things,  and  induces  him  to  act  on  that  belief, 
80  as  to  alter  his  own  previous  position,  the  former  is  concluded 
from  averring  against  the  latter  a  difEerent  state  of  things 
as  existing  at  the  same  time  {Piokard  agt.  Sea/rs^  &  A.  dk  jE, 
469  ;  NiokeUa  agt.  Atheratone^  10  Q.  B.,  949). 

The  evidence  is  uncontradicted  that  Powers,  in  purchasing 
the  mortgage,  which  was  a  second  incumbrance  on  the  prem- 
ises, acted  on  the  representations  of  Browning,  who  should 
not  be  allowed  to  change  his  ground.  If  he  could  not,  I 
know  of  no  principle  which  will  entitle  the  plaintiff,  a  sub- 
sequent creditor  of  Browning,  to  impress  the  quality  of  a 
trust  upon  these  moneys  in  his  favor. 

There  is  nothing  in  evidence  which  leads  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  scheme  of  Browning  was  projected  to  defraud  his  credi- 
tors, by  creating  fraudulent  incumbrances  on  his  property. 

In  the  case  of  Payne  agt.  Bv/mham  (62  N,  Y.,  69)  it  was 
held,  in  an  action  in  equity  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  which  had 
been  made  without  consideration,  and  was  purchased  from 
the  mortgagee  at  a  discount,  that  the  assignee  could  recover 
only  what  he  had  paid  for  the  mortgage.  The  defense  of 
usury  was  interposed  in  the  action  by  the  mortgagor.  It  was 
held  that  the  mortgagor  was  estopped  from  availing  himself 
of  the  defense  by  an  affidavit  which  he  had  made  of  the 
goodness  of  the  mortgage. 

It  may  well  be  that  when  a  party  goes  into  a  court  of 
eqnity  to  enforce  a  mortgage,  and  it  appears  that  it  was  invalid 
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in  its  inception,  and  had  been  negotiated  at  a  usurious  rate, 
that  upon  interposing  the  affidavit  of  the  mortgagor,  as  an 
eatappd  in  pais^  he  should  be  limited  to  its  use  as  an  indem- 
nity only, 

I  do  not  think  it  by  any  means  follows  from  that  case  that 
Powers,  having  sold  the  mortgage  for  its  &ce,  holds  the  profit 
he  made  on  the  transaction,  as  a  trustee  for  Browning.  Such 
conclusion  would  be  in  opposition  to  the  expressed  intention 
of  the  parties :  that  Powers  purchased  and  was  entitled  to 
the  whole  mortgage. 

The  plaintiffs'  complaint  makes  no  averment  that  the  nego- 
tiation of  the  mortgage  was  an  attempt  to  evade  the  usury 
laws. 

Even  in  case  of  usury,  the  borrower  must  by  action  seek 
to  recover  the  amount  of  the  excess  within  one  year.  This 
transaction  took  place  and  the  money  was  receivM  by  Powers 
in  the  year  1870  {Palen  agt.  Johnson^  50  N.  Z".,  49). 

The  allegations  in  the  plaintiffs'  complaint,  that  Powers 
had  notice  of  all  the  matters  therein  alleged  at  the  time  he 
took  the  mortgage,  are  not  proven.  If  they  had  been,  the 
trust  would  have  been  established,  and  the  plaintiff  entitled 
to  recover ;  as  it  is,  the  proof  does  not  make  out  a  case  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  complaint  is  dismissed. 
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OOUET  OF  APPEALS. 

In  thb  Matteb  of  Andbbw  L.  Bobbbts,  an  insolvent  and 

imprisoned  debtor. 

Application  for  discharffe  qfiruoheni —  lb  wJiom  must  be  made — Non-resident 

judge — Bes  a^fudieata — AppeaL 

The  application  for  the  discharge  of  an  imprisoned  debtor,  under  the  fifth 
article  of  title  1,  chapter  5,  part  2  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  must  be 
made  to  certain  officers  specified,  and  cannot  be  made  to  any  court;  and 
an  order  by  such  officer  is  not  appealable  either  to  general  term  or  to 
the  court  of  appeals.    The  remedy  is  by  certiorari. 

The  petitioner  resided  in  the  county  of  New  York.  The  application  was 
made  to  Judge  Donohub,  one  of  the  supreme  court  judges  of  this 
county,  who  made  the  order  for  publication  July  20,  1876,  and  to  show 
cause  September  2,  1876.  On  the  return  day,  September  20,  1876 
(Saturday)  counsel  for  parties  attended,  but  neither  judge  Donohub 
nor  any  other  justice  was  present,  and  no  adjournment  was  had  of  the 
proceedings.  On  Monday,  September  4, 1876,  Judge  Wbstbrook,  who 
was  duly  assigned  to  duty  in  this  county,  on  application  of  counsel  for 
the  petitioner,  granted  an  adjournment  until  September  eight,  subject  to 
any  objections  by  opposing  creditors  that  could  be  taken  that  day.  Two 
other  adjournments  were  had  by  the  same  judge. 

Eeld^  that  judge  WfiSTBBOOKwas  not,  in  the  sense  of  the  statute,  successor 
of  judge  DoNOHUE,  and  he  lacked  the  qualification  of  residence.  Under 
the  positive  provisions  of  the  statutes,  he  had  no  jurisdiction,  and  the 
proceedings  were  out  of  court 

It  seems,  the  doctrine  of  res  a^udicata  applies  to  these  proceedings. 

May  Term^  1877. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  affirming  the  order  denying 
the  application  of  the  petitioner  for  his  discharge  from 
imprisonment 

The  application  was  made  nnder  article  5,  title  1,  chapter 
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6  of  part  2  of  the  Revised  statutes  {See  vol.  2,  B,  S.j  j>.  29  of 
Edmondi  ed.). 

The  order  for  publication  was  made  July  20,  1876,  a^d  to 
show  cause  September  2,  1876. 

On  the  return  day,  September  2,  1876  (Saturday),  counsel 
for  the  respective  parties  attended,  but  neither  justice  Dono- 
HiTB  nor  any  other  justice  was  present,  and  no  adjournment 
was  had  of  the  proceedings. 

Objections  were  filed  by  the  counsel  for  opposing  creditors, 
as  by  law  provided. 

On  Monday,  September  4,  1876,  justice  Wbstbrook  was 
in  attendance  at  Chambers,  and  counsel  for  the  petitioner 
applied  for  and  obtained  an  adjournment  until  September 
eight,  subject  to  any  objections  by  oppomig  creditors  that 
could  be  taken  that  day, 

A  like  adjournment  was  had  until  the  fifteenth  of  Septem- 
ber, and  again  until  the  first  Monday  of  October,  1876,  by 
justice  Wbstbrook,  and  a  special  objection  was  taken  to  his 
power  so  to  do. 

Various  adjournments  were  had,  at  request  of  counsel  for 
petitioner,  from  time  to  time,  upon  like  conditions  as  before, 
until  January  27,  1877,  when  the  papers  were  submitted  to 
justice  DoNOHUB,  who  afterward  denied  the  application,  and 
the  order  was  duly  entered,  from  which  an  appeal  was  taken, 
and  said  order  was  afiirmed  by  the  general  term,  and  from 
the  order  of  affirmance  this  appeal  is  taken. 

The  general  term  affirmed  the  order,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  doctrine  of  res  adjvdicaia  is  applicable  to  these  proceed- 
ings {See  opinion  of  general  term^  10  Hun^  263). 

VedderVan  Dycky  counsel  for  petitioner  and  appellant, 
argued  the  following  points  among  others : 

I.  Petitioner  appealed  to  general  term,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  officer  below,  in  denying  his  application,  erred, 
because  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  the  decision  upon 
which   the  order  was  based.      1.  The  practice  upon  these 
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applications  is,  that  the  creditor  opposing  the  discharge  must, 
at  or  before  the  first  hearing  on  the  petition,  file  a  specifica- 
tion, in  writing,  of  the  grounds  of  his  objections  {See  sec.  5 
of  said  article,  3  H.  S.  [6  Banks^  ed^^  24).  The  statute 
does  not  provide,  nor  is  there  any  necessity  for  a  traverse, 
demurrer  or  reply,  on  the  part  of  petitioner,  to  such  specifi- 
cations. For  the  opposing  creditor  then,  at  said  hearing, 
becomes  entitled  upon  demand,  to  a  trial  of  the  merits  of  the 
application,  and  may  require  an  examination  of  petitioner, 
his  wife  and  others.  In  this  instance  the  creditor  neglected 
to  demand  such  trial  and  examination,  but  rested  upon  the 
proofs  and  allegations  submitted.  2.  All  the  substantive 
facts  required  by  the  statute  to  make  out  a  prima  fade  case 
for  discharge  appear  in  petitioner's  petition,  and  accompany- 
ing schedules  and  affidavits.  The  specifications  put  all  those 
facts  in  issue.  But  the  proofs  offered  by  creditors  do  not 
controvert  any  of  petitioner's  allegations,  nor  do  they  sustain 
any  of  the  objections  going  to  the  merits  of  the  application, 
but  relate  merely  to  the  publication  of  the  notices  and  to  cer- 
tain proceedings  at  a  special  term  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas,  neither  of  which  touch  or  sustain  the  point  upon  which 
said  officer  denied  the  application.  Therefore  all  substantive 
facts  entitling  petitioner  to  his  discharge  upon  the  merits, 
under  section  8  of  said  article,  being  admitted  by  creditors  on 
the  hearing,  the  assignment  provided  by  said  section  ought 
to  have  been  directed.  3.  The  denial  of  petitioner's  appli- 
cation, by  the  officer  below,  in  view  of  the  proof,  seems  to 
have  been  solely  upon  the  ground  of  a  supposed  want  of 
power  to  grant  the  relief  sought,  because  of  a  decision  of  gen- 
eral term  (m  Matter  of  Brady,  reported  in  8  Hun,  437),  which 
he  considered  himself  constrained  to  follow.  Petitioner  sub- 
mits that  no  comparison  between  this  and  Brady^s  Case  is 
warranted  in  fact  or  in  reason,  and  that  the  officer  below  must 
have  denied  this  application  only  upon  a  misconstruction  of 
the  opinion  in  said  case.  It  there  appeared  that  Brady  had 
been  guilty  of  one  of  the  acts  which  he  was  required  by  the 
Vol.  Lm.  26 
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statute  to  negative  in  his  oath.  For  this  act  he  had  been 
arrested  ;  and  the  general  term  held,  upon  bis  application  for 
discharge,  under  article  6,  that  such  act,  although  consum- 
mated before  the  action,  if  it  were  so  connected  with  the 
action  as  to  be  the  ground  of  arrest  therein,  made  his  pro- 
ceedings not  "just  and  fair  "  under  said  article,  and  prevented 
his  discharge.  This  decision  of  general  term  has  since  been 
affirmed,  of  course,  by  this  court  of  appeals  {See  anUy  p.  128). 
Now,  on  this  application,  the  allegations  in  the  petition, 
schedules  and  affidavits,  conforming  in  every  respect  to  the 
requirements  of  article  5,  stand  unimpeached  and  uncontra- 
dicted by  any  proof.  And  there  is  no  suggestion  in  the 
decision  in  said  Brad/if  e  Case  which  could  restrain  the  officer 
from  directing  the  assignment  to  be  made  under  section  8. 
There  was  thus  an  utter  failure  of  proof  as  to  objections 
1,  2,  3,  6,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  13  and  14. 

II.  General  term,  disregarding  the  opinion  of  the  officer 
below,  affirmed  his  order  upon  objection  13  in  the  specifi- 
cations, that  this  application  is  ree  adj%uiicata.  Pelitioner 
submits  that  this  was  error,  for  the  following  reasons : 
1.  There  was  no  evidence  to  sustain  this  objection.  It  is 
elementary  law  that  to  establish  said  objection  it  must  appear 
that  the  former  decision  was  in  a  matter  between  the  same 
parties,  that  it  was  upon  the  same  state  of  facts  and  upon  the 
merits.  And  such  decision  being  before  an  officer  of  special 
jurisdiction  under  the  statute,  the  creditors  were  also  bound 
to  establish,  on  the  hearing,  the  facts  conferring  jurisdiction. 
The  burden  of  proof  as  to  these  matters  was  upon  the  credit- 
ors {Kerr  agt.  HaySy  35  N,  J".,  331 ;  Lawrence  agt.  Sunty 
10  Wend,,  80 ;  Code,  see,  161).  (a)  The  order  was  not  proof. 
It  does  not  recite  jurisdictional  facts ;  on  the  contrary,  it 
purports  to  be  an  order  of  a  special  term  of  a  court  of  com- 
mon pleas,  incompetent  to  entertain  an  application  under 
article  5,  and  not  an  order  of  an  officer  under  the  statute,  as 
required,  {b)  It  does  not  show  that  said  application  was 
between  the  same  parties  as  this,    {c)  It  does  not  recite  or 
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show  the  grounds  or  facts  upon  which  the  former  application 
was  denied,  whether  upon  the  merits  or  not.  {d)  The 
records  of  the  former  proceeding,  upon  which  creditors  rely, 
ought  to  have  been  produced  (1  Or,  Eo.^  sec.  611).  And 
their  omission  to  produce  it,  without  proof  of  inability, 
creates  an  unfavorable  presumption  against  them,  {e)  When 
the  record,  having  been  produced,  does  not  show  upon  its 
fiEice  that  the  point  was  decided,  but  was  a  proper  issue,  and 
might  have  been  decided,  then  only  is  evidence  aliunde  com- 
petent {Kerr  agt.  Rayes^  36  N.  T.y  831).  The  record  not 
having  been  produced,  the  affidavit  is  incompetent.  (/)  The 
affidavit  is  also  insufficient.  It  fails  to  allege  that  this  appli- 
cation is  upon  the  same  state  of  facts  as  the  former  one,  or 
between  the  same  parties.  The  statement  contained  in  said 
affidavit,  that  said  petition  was  "  like  the  petition  now  pre- 
sented," that  said  decision  was  "  upon  the  merits,"  and  that 
the  schedule  ^^  is  substantially  the  same  as  in  said  prior  appli- 
cation," are  merely  matters  of  opinion,  not  facts  upon  which 
said  objection  could  be  sustained.  2.  Even  if  the  proofs 
were  sufficient  jpnT/w^ya^  evidence  to  support  said  objection, 
petitioner  submits  that  he  has  had  no  opportunity  to  contro- 
vert them.  It  was  not  raised  upon  a  motion  to  dismiss  the 
petition,  so  that  petitioner  could  come  in  with  counter-affida- 
vits. Having  been  raised  upon  the  hearing,  petitioner  has 
no  right  or  opportunity,  under  the  statute,  to  offer  affidavits 
in  opposition  to  said  objection  or  in  support  of  his  petition. 
Said  objection  being  so  raised  at  the  hearing  becomes  one  of 
the  issues  to  be  determined  only  by  the  examination,  wherein 
petitioner  would  have  an  opportunity  to  rebut  it.  Since 
petitioner  cannot  insist  that  he  be  examined,  creditors,  by  not 
demanding  such  examination,  have  virtually  closed  the  door 
to  his  proofe,  however  conclusive,  that  his  present  application 
is  upon  a  different  state  of  facts.  3.  The  doctrine  of  ree 
ac^udicata  is  not  applicable  to  a  proceeding  under  article  6. 
The  maxim,  ^^nemo  debit  his  vexaripro  eadem  cauaa^^  upon 
which  the  doctrine  is  founded,  suggests  its  limitations.     The 
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respective  rights  of  the  same  parties  having  been  duly  and 
finally  determined  upon  the  merits,  the  successfnl  party  has  a 
right  to  rest  upon  such  determination,  without  further  vexa- 
tion from  the  unsuccessful  party.  So  the  doctrine  is  applica-' 
ble  to  all  determinations  as  to  rights  of  the  same  parties  to 
property,  whether  in  actions  or  summary  or  special  proceed- 
ings {Demareat  agt.  Day^  32  N.  T.^  281,  and  other  cases 
died  in  the  opinion  of  general  term).  So  in  habeas  corpus 
cases,  where  the  right  to  dustody  of  a  child  as  between  con- 
tending parents  is  determined  {Mercein  agt.  People^  25 
Wend.^  64).  So  the  doctrine  clearly  applies  in  a  case  like 
that  of  people  ex  ret.  Lockwood  agt.  Aiken  (4  EilZ^  606). 
The  relator  was  arrested  on  warrant  under  the  non-imprison- 
ment act,  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  property  or  rights  in 
action  which  he  fraudulently  concealed,  or  had  assigned, 
removed  or  disposed  of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud 
his  creditors.  Relator  neglected  or  refused  to  controvert  said 
charges.  To  prevent  a  commitment  he  proposed  to  make  an 
assignment  of  his  property  under  act.  Upon  this  application 
the  commissioner  decided,  after. a  hearing,  that  his  proceed- 
ings were  not  just  and  fair  and  that  he  had  concealed  his 
property,  &c.  The  commitment  was  thereupon  issued. 
Then,  in  the  same  matter,  he  applied  to  judge  Akin,  under 
the  same  act,  for  his  discharge,  and  the  judge,  on  motion,  dis- 
missed the  application,  upon  the  ground  of  the  former  adju- 
dication. The  decision  was  properly  affirmed  by  the  court  of 
errors.  The  plaintiff's  right  to  the  arrest  of  the  defendant 
had  been  determined  in  the  very  matter  between  the  same 
parties,  and  under  the  very  statute  by  whose  provisions 
relator  sought  again  to  be  released.  So,  too,  the  doctrine 
has  been  applied  at  special  term  at  common  pleas,  upon  a 
second  application  under  the  fourteen-day  act  {article  6),  for 
there  the  application  is  mai^e  in  the  suit  in  which  the  peti- 
tioner is  arrested  and  the  opposing  creditor  is  the  plaintiff  in 
such  suit.  The  determination  is  necessarily  between  the 
eame  parties  {Matter  of  Rosenhergy  10  Abh.  [iT.  8.']^  450; 
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Matter  of  Thcmas^  td,^  114).  But  an  application  under 
article  5,  such  as  the  present  one,  is  altogether  different 
from  the  forgoing  instances  where  the  doctrine  has  been 
applied.  The  article  was  enacted  for  the  relief  of  debtors 
imprisoned,  or  liable  to  imprisonment,  exempting  them, 
in  certain  cases,  from  such  liability,  or,  if  imprisoned,  dis- 
charging them  as  to  all  creditors.  Proceedings  under  the 
article,  therefore,  being  intended  to  secure  or  procure  a  debt;,- 
or's  liberty,  are,  in  all  respects,  except  in  form,  analogous  to 
proceedings  under  the  habeas  corpv^  act ;  and  the  law  appli- 
cable to  such  proceedings  should  be  applied  to  these  under 
article  5.  It  is  now  well  settled  in  this  state  that  previous 
adjadicationB  are  no  answer  to  a  new  writ  where  the  relator 
is  restrained  of  his  liberty.  The  decision  under  one  writ 
refusing  to  discharge  him  does  not  bar  the  issuing  of  a  sec- 
ond writ  by  another  court  or  oAcer  {People  ex  rel.  Lawrence 
agt.  Brady ^  56  N.  F.,  182 ;  Exi  parte  Kairie,  3  Blatch,  C. 
a,  1 ;  JSx  parte  Partington,  13  M.  <&  TT.,  679  ;  The  King 
agt.  Saddle,  1  East,  306  ;  In  re  Reynolds,  6  Park,  Cr.,  276). 
In  such  cases  the  argument  of  inconvenience  or  vexation 
must  yield  to  the  right  of  a  pereon  to  his  liberty.  "Any  sys- 
tem of  law  which  would  keep  a  prisoner  in  custody  when 
the  facts  show  him  to  be  entitled  to  his  discharge,  would  be 
a  perversion  of  justice "  {People  ex  rel.  Eldridge  agt.  Fan- 
cher,  3  a.  C.  R^.,  189). 

III.  Objection  15  refers  to  the  adjournment  had  upon 
order  of  Mr.  justice  Westbbook.  It  seems  to  be  intended  by 
the  statute  merely  to  restrict  the  insolvent  to  proceeding 
within  the  county  in  which  he  resides  or  is  imprisoned.  The 
proof  of  residence  or  imprisonment  referred  to  applies  to  the 
insolvent,  not  the  officer.  Hence  the  application  must  be 
made  primarily  to  an  officer  residing  within  the  same  county 
{See  sec.  2,  art.  7, 3  R.  8,  [6  Banks'^  ed,"]).  Therefore,  section 
3  provides  that  a  collusive  imprisonment  in  a  county  differ- 
ent from  that  of  his  residence  will  avoid  a  discharge,  or 
defeat  the  application ;  and  section  4  provides  that  if  there 
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be  no  such  ofBcer  residing  in  any  snch  connty,  the  applica- 
tion may  be  made  to  any  such  officer  residing  in  any  other 
county.  "  But  no  place  shall  be  appointed  for  the  hearing 
on  any  application  out  of  the  county  in  which  the  insolvent 
resides  or  is  imprisoned."  And  section  6  goes  farther,  pro- 
viding tliat  in  certain  cases  the  proceedings  may  be  con- 
tinued by  the  successor  in  office  of  the  officer  before  whom 
the  proceeding  began,  or  by  any  other  officer  residing  in  the 
same  county  who  might  have  originally  instituted  such  pro- 
ceedings, in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  like  effect  as  if 
originally  commenced  before  him."  There  seems  to  be  thus 
no  limitation  as  to  the  competency  of  the  "  successor  in  office," 
wherever  his  residence,  provided  he  proceeds  with  the  hearing 
in  the  county  wherein  the  insolvent  resides  or  is  imprisoned. 
Judicial  cognizance  must  be  taken  of  the  fact  that  judge  West- 
BBOOK  was  duly  assigned  to  duty  in  this  county  at  said  time, 
and  was,  therefore,  the  successor  in  office  of  any  resident 
justice  in  this  proceeding.  No  proof  was  offered  that  any 
other  justice  of  this  court  or  other  officer  was  present  in  this 
county.  The  competency  of  said  justice  as  an  officer  depends 
upon  existing  laws  (3  R,  S.  [6  Bamki  ^rf.],  221,  see.  92; 
id.^  223,  Bee.  98 ;  irf.,  446.  sec.  40 ;  Code^  sec.  27 ;  id.j  sec. 
404).  The  provision  is  remedial  in  its  nature  and  should  be 
liberally  construed  to  effectuate  the  object  intended.  Tfie 
object  was  to  provide  for  the  continuance  of  the  proceed- 
ings {Holstein  agt.  Rice^  24  Ilow.y  140).  As  to  objection  16, 
petitioner  submits  that  his  proceeding  on  the  next  court  day 
is  according  to  the  practice  in  the  first  department  {Mathis 
agt.  VaU^  10  How.^  458).  There  is  no  proof  that  creditor^  or 
any  one  interested  were  misled  or  injured.  The  only  cred- 
itors who  appeared  on  the  return  day  appeared  on  the  next 
court  day,  and  thereafter  at  the  hearing  heroin  {Matter  of 
Jacobs^  12  Abb.  [iT.  /R],  273).  As  said  creditors  so  appeared, 
it  was  not  necessary  that  further  notice  be  given  them  under 
section  42,  3  Kevised  Statutes  {Banks*  Qth  ed.\  447.  If 
such  proceedings  were  irregular,  it  was  waived  by  creditor's 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  207 

Matter  of  Roberts. 

Bnbeequent  appearance  and  action  {Mahamy  agt.  Penman^  4 
Duer^  603 ;  Sullivan  agt.  Frazee^  4  Robt,^  516). 

IV.  The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed  with 
costs,  and  the  officer  below  required  to  direct  an  assignment 
of  petitioner's  property  under  section  8  of  the  act. 

Amoldy  EUioU  <&  White,  attorneys.  JS.  0.  Elliott^  of 
counsel  for  opposing  creditors,  argued  the  following,  among 
other  points : 

I.  The  proceedings  were  out  of  court.  They  were  return- 
able September  2, 1876.  Neither  the  justice  granting  the 
order  was  present  nor  was  any  other  justice  present,  and  no 
adjournment  was  had.  These  proceedings  being  statutory, 
the  provision  of  the  statute  must  be  strictly  complied  with 
{People  ex  rel.  Gaision  agt.  Brooha,  40  How,,  165 ;  People 
ex  rel.  Lewis  agt.  Daly,  4  Hun,  641). 

II.  If  the  provision  of  the  Code  could  assist  the  petitioner, 
whidi  we  hold  they  cannot,  then  we  say  they  do  not  provide 
for  this  case.  They  are  as  follows :  Code,  §  26.  "  In  case 
of  the  inability  for  any  cause  of  a  judge  assigned  for  that 
purpose  to  hold  a  special  term  or  circuit  court,  or  sit  at  a 
general  term,  or  preside  at  a  court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  any 
other  judge  may  do  so."  If  this  section  did  apply,  our 
answer  would  be  that  any  other  judge  did  not  do  so,  and  if  he 
had,  it  must  be  a  judge  competent  to  institute  it  {See  Dresser 
agt.  Van  Pelt,  hereafter  cited).  Code,  §  27,  subdivision  1 : 
"Every  proceeding  commenced  before  one  of  the  judges  in  the 
first  judicial  district  may  be  continued  before  another  with 
the  same  effect  as  if  commenced  before  him."  Again  we  say, 
but  it  was*  not  so  continued.  A  true  interpretation  of  this 
section  is  a  proceeding  commenced  in  the  first  judicial  dis- 
trict by  any  judge  competent  to  institute  it  therein  may  be 
continued  in  such  district  before  any  judge  competent  to 
have  commenced  it{Dresser  agt.  Van  Pelt,  15  How,  Pr.,  19). 
Code,  §  404,  provides :  "  When  notice  of  a  motion  is  given, 
or  an  order  to  show  cause  is  returnable  before  a  judge  out  of 
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coupf,  and  at  the  time  fixed  for  the  motion  he  is  absent,  or 
unable  to  hear  it,  the  same  may  be  transferred,  by  his  order, 
to  some  other  judge  before  whom  the  motion  might  origin- 
ally have  been  made."  The  remarks  made  to  the  section 
before  stated  apply  with  equal  force  to  this  section. 

III.  Under  the  statute,  application  must  be  made  to  an 
officer  residing  in  the  county  in  which  the  debtor  resides, 
and  proof  of  such  residence  must  be  made  at  the  time 
of  presenting  the  petition  and  before  any  order  will  be 
granted  {Art  7,  title  1,  part  2,  chap.  S  of  the  JS.  S. ;  2 
R.  5.,  35,  §  2  {Banlc^  Uh  ed,']y  vol.  3,  p.  109).  And 
sections  4,  5  and  6  provide  for  the  inability  to  proceed 
before  the  officer  mentioned  in  section  2 ;  those  sections  are, 
in  substance,  as  follows:  Section  4.  "If  no  officer  residing 
within  the  county,  &c.,  then  the  application  can  be  made  to 
any  such  officer  residing  in  any  other  county,"  &c.  Section 
5.  "  In  case  of  death,  sickness,  resignation  removal  from  office, 
absence  from  the  county  of  his  residence,  or  other  disability  of 
any  officer  before  whom  proceedings  under  the-statute  may 
have  been  commenced,  the  proceedings  may  be  continued  by 
his  successor  in  office,  or  by  any  other  officer  residing  in  the 
same  county  who  might  have  originally  instituted  such  pro- 
ceedings^ in  the  same  manner,  and  with  like  effect  as  if 
originally  commenced  before  him."  Section  6.  "  If  there  be 
no  officer  in  the  same  county  competent  to  continue  such  pro- 
ceedings, then  any  judge  of  the  county  court  may  attend  at 
the  time  and  place  appointed  for  the  hearing  of  any  matter, 
and  may  adjourn  the  same  to  the  next  county  court  or  court 
of  common  pleas,  to  be  held  in  the  county,  &c.,  and  said 
court  shall  proceed  therein  in  the  same  manner  and  with  like 
authority  as  the  officer  who  commenced  such  proceedings." 
The  statute  provides  (2  R.  S.j  277  [Banks^  5th  ^.],  vol.  B,p. 
469)  as  follows:  Section  2.  No  process,  civil  or  criminal, 
before  any  of  the  said  courts,  shall  be  discontinued  by  the 
occurrence  of  any  vacancy  in  the  office  of  any  judge,  or  of  all 
the  judges,"  &c.     Section  3.  "  No  process  issued  or  proceed- 
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iDgs  pending  shall  be  discontinued  by  reason  of  sach  court  not 
having  been  held  at  any  stated  term  thereof,  but  such  pro- 
cess shall  be  deemed  to  be  returnable  at  the  term  which  shall 
be  held  next  after  such  failure,  and  shall  be  continued  at  such 
term  in  the  same  manner  as  might  have  been  at  the  term 
which  failed,  upon  the  like  notice  as  would  have  been  required 
for  such  term." 

IV.  If  it  should  be  held  that  the  proceedings  stood  over 
from  September  second  to  September  fourth,  we  then  say  the 
justice  in  attendance  on  that  day  had  not  the  power  to  hear 
or  to  adjourn.  He  was  not  a  resident  of  the  county,  and  not 
an  officer  to  whom  the  petition  could  have  been  presented, 
and  who  could  have  granted  the  order,  and  he  does  not  come 
within  the  provision  of  the  sections  before  stated. 

V.  Questions  of  jurisdiction  in  these  proceedings  can  be 
raised  at  any  time  {Matter  of  Wigby^  8  Wend,^  134 ;  People 
ex  rd.  Galston  agt.  Brocks,  40  How,  Pr.  R.^  165 ;  People 
ex  rel.  Lewis  agt.  Dah/^  4  Hun^  641). 

VI.  The  application  was  properly  denied ;  the  petitioner 
had  before  applied,  under  the  same  statute,  to  a  judge  of  the 
court  of  common  pleas  for  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York,  for  their  discharge,  issue  was  duly  joined  under  such 
application,  a  trial  was  Jiad,  and,  after  a  full  hearing,  the 
application  was  denied  upon  the  merits,  an  order  was  duly 
entered,  no  appeal  was  taken  from  said  order,  no  application 
has  been  m^e  to  open  those  proceedings,  or  for  leave  to 
amend.  The  doctrine  of  res  adjudicata  applies.  The  peti- 
tioner should  have  either  moved  to  open  those  proceedings 
and  for  leave  to  amend  the  same,  or  have  appealed  from  the 
order  as  entered,  or  by  writ  of  certiorari,  have  removed  those 
proceedings  to  the  supreme  court  for  examinatioi>  and  review. 
Act  of  1864  {Laws  of  1854,  592,  chap.  270)  provides  for 
appeal  to  the  general  term  from  any  judgment  or  order  in  any 
special  proceedings  {MaMer  of  Livingstony  34  N.  Y.,  557.) 
Certiorari  will  issue  to  remove  to  the  supreme  court  for 
examination  and  review  (2  R.  S.y  49, 50,  §  47 ;  Laws  of  1874^ 
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cha{p.  280,  §  17 ;  Oar&ner  agt.  Commissioners^  10  How.  Pr. 
S,,  181 ;  People  ex  rel,  Lewis  agt  J.  F,  Daly^  4  Hurty  641 ; 
Morewood  agt.  HoUistery  6  N.  F.,  309).  That  the  principle 
of  res  adjvdicata  applies  in  these  eases,  see  Deinarest  agt. 
Day  (32  N,  F.,  281) ;  Wkite  agt.  Coaisworth  (6  irf.,  137); 
Yonkers  and  N.  Y.  F.  I  Co.  agt.  ^i^A^  (1  Dalyy  449) ; 
Powers  agt.  ITi^^y  (42  flW.  Pr.  R,y  352) ;  People  ex  rel. 
Lockwood  agt.  ^^n  (4  Hilly  606).  The  same  principle 
applies  in  cases  of  habeas  corpus  {Mercein  agt.  People^  25 
Wend.y  64;  P^^fe  agt.  BurUieUy  13  ^5*.  Pr.  ^.,  8 ;  Pet)- 
pie  agt.  ift^Z^y,  1  All.  Pr.  {N.  5.],  432).  In  case  of  Brown 
agt.  Mayor  of  New  Yorky  in  the  court  of  appeals,  June  13, 
1876  {reported  in  WeeJdy  Digest  of  September  11,  1876, 
volume  3,  number  bypage  119),  held  the  rule  of  res  adjudicata 
applies  not  only  to  judgments,  but  to  all  judicial  proceedings, 
whether  made  in  actions,  or  summary  or  special  proceedings, 
or  by  a  judicial  oflScer,  in  matters  properly  submitted  to  their 
determination.  The  cases  of  Matter  of  Bosenberg  (10  Ahb, 
Pr.  [iT.  6\])  and  of  MaMer  of  Thomas  (10  All.  Pr.  R.  [N. 
8,']y  114),  are  directly  in  point.  If  the  debtor  can  make  a 
second  application,  after  being  defeated  in  the  first,  there  can 
be  no  limit  to  the  application,  and  the  creditor  may  better 
abandon  his  claim  at  once  than  think  of  opposing  a  discharge 
{Per  Beonson,  «/.,  in  People  agt  AUeUy  4  HiMy  608).  And 
if  the  counsel  ask,  how  can  the  debtor  get  out  of  jail  ?  we 
would  reply  in  the^ language  of  the  same  justice  in  the  same 
case:  "That  is  a  question  we  are  not  now  called  upon  to 
decide,"  and,  in  this  particular  case,  would  add  that  the 
community  at  large  are  safer  with  the  petitioner  where  he  is, 
than  were  he  successful  in  his  application. 

VII,  It  appears,  upon  the  face  of  the  papers  presented  by 
the  petitioner,  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  his  discharge ;  the 
test  is,  are  the  statements  jiLst  and  truey  and  is  the  affidamt 
presented  1/rue  f  It  appears,  from  the  schedule,  that  there  are 
claims  against  the  petitioner  amounting  to  over  $200,000  for 
money  had  and  received  by  him,  with  others,  from  various 
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parties,  and  that  two  of  said  claims  have  passed  to  jadgments, 
one  for  $36,064.09,  May  4,  1875,  and  one  for  $91,015.36, 
January  8,  1876,  these  two  claims  alone  amounting  to  over 
$127,000,  the  petitioner,  with  others,  has  had  and  received, 
yet  he  does  not  account  for  a  single  dollar  of  it. 

Vni.  The  petitioner  was  not  entitled  to  his  discharge 
upon  the  papers,  as  they  were  submitted  to  the  justice  below 
within  the  spirit  of  the  decision.  The  act  was  created  for  the 
benefit  of  poor  but  unfortunate  debtors,  not  for  the  relief  of 
the  fraudulent  debtor,  and  the  application  at  that  stage  of  the 
proceeding  was  properly  denied  {Matter  of  Watsoii^  2  E.  D. 
S.,  429 ;  Gaul  agt.  Cla/rk,  JV.  T.  W.  i>.,  vol.  I, p.  209 ;  In  re 
Walter  Brady,  8  Hun,  437;  Matter  of  Pie,  10  \Ahh.  Pr., 
409 ;  People  agt.   White,  14  How.  P.  R.,  499). 

The  order  should  be  affirmed. 

Per  Oubiam.  —  This  was  an  application  pnder  the  fifth 
article  of  title  1,  chapter.  5,  part  2  of  the  Revised  Statutes  for 
the  purpose  of  exonerating  the  person  of  the  petitioner  from 
imprisonment.  There  are  two  objections  not  involving  the 
merits,  which  we  do  not  see  any  way  to  overcome : 

First.  The  application  must  be  made  to  certain  officers 
specified,  and  cannot  be  made  to  any  court,  and  an  order  by 
•Buch  a  person  is  not  appealable  either  to  general  term  or  to 
this  court.  In  the  Brady  Case  {ante,  p.  128)  the  application 
was  under  the  sixth  article,  which  authorizes  it  to  be  made  to 
a  court,  and  we  held  that  it  was  appealable  as  an  order  in  a 
special  proceeding  under  the  act  of  1854,  chapter  270.  The 
remedy  in  this  case  was  by  certiorari. 

Second.  The  case  was  out  of  court  by  the  failure  of  the 
presence  of  a  judge  competent  to  act.  Section  2,  article  7, 
provides  that  applications  under  the  fifth  article  must  be 
made  to  an  officer  residing  in  the  county  in  which  the  insolv- 
ent or  imprisoned  debtor  reside  or  is  imprisoned ;  and  section 
6  provides  that  in  case  of  disability,  resignation,  removal  from 
office,  or  absence  from  the  county,  of  the  officer  before  whom 
the  proceedings  were  commenced,  the  same  may  be  continued 
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by  liis  saccessor  in  office,  or  by  another  officer  who  might 
have  originally  instituted  sach  proceedings;  and  the  sixth 
section  provides  that  if  there  is  no  such  officer  competent  to  act, 
then  any  judge  of  the  county  court  may  attend  and  adjourn 
the  hearing  to  the  next  court  of  common  pleas  of  the  county. 

The  original  order  was  made  on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1876, 
by  justice  Donohub,  returnable  on  the  2d  day  of  September, 
1876.  On  the  return  day  the  parties  appeared,  but  there  was 
no  justice  in  attendance.  On  the  fourth  day  of  September, 
which  was  Monday,  the  next  court  day,  justice  Westbbook 
adjourned  the  proceedings  until  the  eighth  day  of  September, 
and  on  that  day  he  adjourned  them  until  the  first  Monday  of 
October.  Justice  Wbstbbook  neither  resided  in  the  county 
or  the  district. 

The  statute  is  very  specific  in  designating  the  officers  who 
are  authorized  to  act  in  conducting  these  proceedings. 

It  must  be  an  officer  residing  in  the  same  county  in  whidi 
the  debtor  resides  or  is  imprisoned,  and  this  qualification 
every  justice  must  have  or  the  proceedings  go  to  the  common 
pleas,  except  that  the  successor  of  the  officer  who  made  the 
original  order  may  at^t. 

Judge  Wbstbbook  was  not,  in  the  sense  of  the  statute, 
successor  of  judge  Donohub,  and  he  lacked  the  qualification, 
of  residence.  Objection  was  duly  taken  throughout  the  pro- 
ceedings, and  we  feel  constrained  to  hold  under  the  positive 
provisions  of  the  statutes  that  justice  Wbstbbook  had  no 
jurisdiction,  and  that  the  proceedings  were  out  of  court. 
There  was  no  judge  present  on  the  return  day,  and  no  one 
competent  to  act  until  the  second  day  of  October. 

The  proceedings  could  not  be  reviewed  at  that  time,  and 
the  subsequent  proceedings  were. 

The  question  of  res  adjttdioata  is  a  more  serious  one,  but 
it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  it. 

The  order  of  general  term  reversed  and  appeal  to  that 
court  dismissed. 

All  concur. 
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ThB     CoNOltEGATION    ShAABAI     TePHILA    Hgt.     ThB    MaTOB, 

Aldebmbn  and  Commonalty  of  the  Citt  of  Nbw  Yobk 
and  John  Petbekin. 

Church  buildings  exempt  from  taaation  —  relief  in  equUyfrom  tax — extrineie 

facU. 

Certain  lands  of  the  plaintiff  with  the  buildings  thereon,  were,  by  statute, 
exempt  from  taxation,  the  same  being  used  exclusiyely  for  public 
worship, 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  could  maintain  an  action  in  equity  to  set  aside  a 
tax  imposed  thereon,  and  a  sale  made  for  its  non-payment,  no  deed 
having  been  executed  to  the  purchaser,  the  invalidity  of  the  tax  not 
appearing  on  the  face  of  the  assessment,  but- required  to  be  established 
by  extrinsic  facts. 

Special  Termy  Decemher^  1874. 

Van  Voest,  J.  —  The  plaintiff  is  a  religious  society  duly 
incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and 
is  the  owner  in  fee  of  certain  premises  situated  in  the  city 
of  New  York.  The  plaintiff  purchased  the  land  in  question 
in  December,  1866,  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  thereon  a 
building  for  public  worship. 

In  the  year  1867  the  erection  of  the  building  was  com- 
menced and  was  continued,  without  intermission,  until  its 
completion  in  1868.  The  building  erected  on  the  land  in 
question  has  always  been  exclusively  used  for  public  worship, 
and  is,  exclusively  with  the  land,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 

In  the  year  1868  the  defendants  The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and 
Commonalty  of  the  City  of  New  York  levied  and  assessed 
upon  the  premises  a  tax  for  that  year,  amounting  to  the  sum 
of  $478.80. 
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On  the  23d  day  of  December,  1871,  the  premises  were  sold 
at  public  auction  by  the  defendants  The  Mayor,  Aldermen 
and  Commonalty  of  the  City  of  New  York  for  non-payment 
of  the  tax.  At  the  sale  the  premises  were  purchased  by  the 
defendant  Peterkin  for  the  sum  of  $673,  and  certificates  of 
such  sale  were  delivered  to  Peterkin  and  a  memorandum 
thereof  was  filed  in  the  bureau  of  arrears,  in  the  department 
of  finance  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  and  entered 
in  a  book  kept  by  the  clerk,  where  notes  and  certificates  of 
sales  of  land  for  taxes  are  entered. 

By  virtue  of  the  certificates  the  defendant  Peterkin  claims 
that  he  is  entitled  to  receive  from  The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and 
Commonalty  of  the  City  of  New  York  a  lease,  or  leases,  of  the 
premises  for  the  period  mentioned  in  the  certificates,  1,000 
years,  but  no  lease  has  yet  been  executed  to  him. 

Peterkin  has  been  requested  by  the  plaintiff  to  cancel  the 
certificates  or  release  his  rights  thereunder,  but  has  refused  so 
to  do. 

The  plaintifl^  was  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  any  assessment 
for  taxes  for  the  year  1868  had  been  levied  on  the  property, 
and  was  also  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  the  premises  had  been 
sold  for  non-payment  of  said  taxes  until  more  than  one  year 
subsequent  to  the  sale. 

The  plaintiff  has  applied  to  the  comptroller  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  by  petition,  setting  up  the  facts  last  above  men- 
tioned, and  others  deemed  material,  that  said  sale  be  vacated 
and  set  aside  and  the  premises  relieved  from  the  tax,  but  the 
application  has  been  denied  and  the  defendants  The  Mayor, 
Aldermen  and  Commonalty  of  the  City  of  New  York  are 
about  to  make  a  conveyance  of  the  premises  to  Peterkin  for 
the  term  of  1,000  years..  The  above  facts,  with  others,  appear 
by  the  plaintiff's  complaint. 

The  plaintiff  claims  that  the  tax  under  which  the  premises 
were  sold  was  not  legally  made  or  confirmed,  and  that  the 
proceedings  in  respect  to  laying  and  imposing  the  same,  and 
the  confirmation  thereof,  are  illegal  and  void. 
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That  the  plaintiflF  was  exempt,  by  and  under  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  of  the  State  of  New  York,  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  from  the  payment  of  taxes,  and  that  the  prop- 
erty was  exempt  from  taxation. 

That  by  reason  of  the  execution  of  the  certificate  of  sale, 
and  of  the  filing  and  entry  of  a  memorandum  thereof  in  the 
oflice  of  tlie  clerk  of  arrears,  they  and  each  of  them,  is  pre- 
sumptively a  lien  upon  said  premises.  Tliat  the  certificate  is 
a  cloud  upon  plaintiff's  title,  and  diminishes  the  value  of  the 
premises. 

The  plaintiff  demands  judgment  that  the  defendants  The 
Mayor,  Aldermen  and  Commonalty  of  the  City  of  New  York 
be  enjoined  from  executing  or  delivering  any  deed,  lease,  or 
other  instrument  of  conveyance,  to  the^efendant  Peterkin, 
or  his  assigns  or  legal  representatives,  or  any  other  person, 
pursuant  to  the  sale.  And  that  the  defendant  Peterkin  be 
enjoined  and  restrained  from  making  any  assignment  or 
transfer  of  the  certificate  of  sale  herein  mentioned. 

That  the  said  assessment  for  taxes,  and  all  proceedings  to 
collect  same,  be  declared  null  aiTd  void,  and  be  set  aside. 

The  defendants  The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and  Commonalty 
alone  answered  the  complaint.  The  defendant  Peterkin 
made  default. 

On  the  trial,  the  material  facts  set  forth  in  the  complaint, 
with  others,  were  proven. 

Upon  the  facts  proven,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  was 
exempt  by  law  from  the  tax  in  question.  It  is  provided  that 
"  every  building  for  public  worship  "  shall  be  exempt  from 
taxation  (1  R.  S.  [6tA  ed,\  p.  906,  sec,  5) ;  but  to  be  so  exempt 
the  building  or  premises  shall  be  exclusively  used  for  public 
worship  {Sec,  6).  The  evidence  shows  that  the  premises  in 
question  were  so  exclusively  used  at  the  time  of  the  imposi- 
tion of  the  tax  and  the  sale  thereunder.  But  yet,  as  the  facts 
which  constitute  the  exemption  of  the  premises  in  question  from 
taxation  do  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  record  or  in  the 
proceedings,  the  imposition  of  the  tax  would  seem  regular. 
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An  action  will  lie  where  the  tax  is  upon  land  which  is  liable 
to  be  sold  to  collect  it,  and  when  the  conveyance,  to  be  exe- 
cuted by  the  proper  oflScer,  would  be  conclusive  evidence  of 
the  title,  and  the  tax  was  not  void  on  the  face  of  the  proceed- 
ings. Where  the  validity  of  the  tax  can  only  be  impeached 
by  extrinsic  evidence,  relief  in  equity  is  available  {Heywoods 
4t.  The  City  of  Bufalo,  14  N.  F.,  534 ;  Orooke  agt. 
Andrews^  40  id.y  547 ;  Western  B.  R,  Co.  agt.  Nolcm,  48  irf., 
519).  An  action  to  cancel  and  annul  a  certificate  of  sale  upon 
a  void  assessment  is  maintainable  when  the  defect  does  not 
appear  upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings  {Mack  agt.  Wheeler^ 
48  N.  r.,  486 ;  Hatch  agt.  City  of  Buffalo,  38  id.,  276). 

The  certificate  of  sale  is  presumptively  a  lien  upon  the 
premises,  and  the  lease,  if  executed  by  the  comptroller,  will 
be,  presumptively,  evidence  of  the  regularity  and  validity  of 
the  assessment  proceedings  {Loam  of  N.  JT.,  1871,  vol.  2,  page 
743).     This  action  is  maintainable. 

The  remedy  by  certiorari  is  not  adequate  in  the  present 
case,  nor  would  it  seem  to  be  proper. 

That  would  seem  to  be  an  appropriate  remedy  to  review 
erroneous  assessments,  not  where  property  has  been  attempted 
to  be  sold  in  violation  of  law,  under  an  assessment  illegally 
imposed,  and  where  the  illegality  does  not  appear  in  the  pro- 
ceedings {National  Bamk  of  Chemung  agt.  City  of  Elmi/ra, 
53  N.  y.,  49  ;  see,  also,  the  opinion  of  Van  Brunt,  J.,  in 
The  Hebrew  Free  School  agt.  The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and 
Commonalty  of  the  City  of  New  York,  at  special  term, 
supreme  court,  November,  1874). 

There  should  be  judgment  for  plaintiff,  as  prayed  for  in 
the  complaint. 
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Action  to  eompd  »peciflc  petformance — not  a  proper  caae — rditf  alway9  dii- 

eretionary, 

A  contract  or  agreement  is  the  union  of  two  or  more  minds  in  a  thing 
done  or  to  be  done.  The  assent  of  the  parties  must  be  mutual,  recipro- 
cal, concurrent 

There  must  be  s«me  medium  of  communication  by  which  the  union  of 
minds  may  be  ascertained  and  manifested.  This  medium  is  language, 
symbolical,  oral  or  written.  In  oral  and  sjrmbolical  communications, 
when  the  parties  are  together,  the  assent  is  mutual  and  the  contract 
completed  when  the  acceptance  of  one  party  is  announced  to  the  other. 

In  written  communications,  and  especially  in  cases  where  the  law  requires 
the  assent  to  be  evidenced  by  a  writing,  the  writing  must  be  delivered 
by  the  party  to  be  bound  thereby  in  such  a  manner  as  to  deprive  him  of 
the  right  to  recall  it  The  intent  is  the  governing  and  controlling  ele- 
ment in  the  determination  of  the  question  whether  a  contract  has  or 
has  not  been  concluded  in  a  given  case. 

Although  the  mere  consent  of  the  parties  is  sufficient  for  the  perfection  of 
consensual  contracts,  nevertheless,  if,  in  agreeing  upon  a  sale  or  any 
other  bargain,  they  also  agree  that  there  shall  be  some  other  formal  act, 
with  the  intent  that  the  bargain  shall  not  be  deemed  perfect  until  such 
act  is  performed,  the  parties,  though  they  may  have  agreed  upon  the 
terms,  may  recede  before  the  act  is  complete. 

In  the  case  of  a  contract  under  seal  or  a  deed,  the  locus  pcsmtefUia,  the 
opportunity  of  withdrawing  from  it  before  the  parties  are  finally  bound, 
exists  up  to  the  time  of  its  actual  delivery  as  a  living  obligation. 

D.  and  F.  being  in  treaty  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  a  house,  met  at 
F.*s  office  for  the  purpose  of  continuing  the  negotiations.  D.  brought 
with  him  a  printed  form  of  contract  in  duplicate,  with  a  description  of 
the  premises  filled  in.  D.  signed  both  of  the  contracts  and  handed  them 
to  F.  for  signature,  who  signed  both.  At  this  stage  6f  the  business  it 
was  decided  by  F.  to  proceed  no  further  in  it  until  he  had  advised  with 
his  counsel  At  the  time  it  was  agreed  between  the  parties  to  make  the 
delfvery  of   the  contract  and  the  payment  of  the  first  installment 
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required  by  it  dependent  upon  the  approval  of  P.'s  counsel.  F.  took 
both  duplicates  into  his  possession,  and  both  parties  proceeded  to  the 
office  of  F.'s  counsel.  The  latter  not  being  in,  both  duplicates,  together 
with  a  checlL  for  the  amount  of  the  first  installment,  were  left  by  F.  for 
his  counsel,  with  instructions,  in  case  of  approval,  to  deliver  one  of 
the  duplicates  and  the  check  to  D.  The  contract  was  never  approved, 
nor  were  any  of  the  papers  handed  by  said,  counsel,  or  with  his  knowl- 
edge or  consent,  to  the  plaintiff.  Before  leaving  the  office  of  F.*8 
counsel,  D.  succeeded  in  obtaining  one  of  the  papers  by  removing  it 
from  a  desk  where  it  was  lying,  and,  putting  it  in  his  pocket,  took  it 
away  with  hinL 

SM^  that  there  was  no  valid  delivery.  The  mere  fact  that  the  plaintiff, 
against  the  express  understanding  of  the  parties,  managed  to  get  hold 
of  one  of  the  duplicates,  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  maintain  an 
action  for  specific  performance.  Under  the  facts  as  found,  the  case 
is  not  one  for  a  specific  performance. 

BM^  also,  that  although  the  subscribing  witness  was  subsequently 
induced  by  plaintiff  to  acknowledge,  before  a  commissioner,  the  .execu- 
tion and  delivery  of  the  instrument,  it  cannot  avail  the  plaintiff  where 
it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  he,  at  the  time  of  making  such 
acknowledgment,  had  no  knowledge  that  the  contract  had  not  been 
concluded,  or  that  the  duplicates  had  not  been  duly  exchanged,  and 
was  not  aware  that  any  controversy  touching  the  matter  had  arisen, 
but  had  every  reason  to  believe  that  a  delivery  had  taken  place. 

Special  Temiy  Ma/rchy  1877. 

AonoN  for  specific  performance. 

The  material  facts  in  this  case  are  as  follows :  The  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  being  in  treaty  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
the  house  in  question,  met  at  the  defendant's  office  on  the  26th 
of  April,  1876,  for  the  purpose  of  continuing  the  negotiations. 
The  plaintiff  brought  to  this  place  of  meeting  a  printed  form 
of  contract,  in  duplicate,  filled  in  with  a  description  of  the 
premises.  There  were  present  at  this  meeting,  besides  the 
parties,  Mr.  George  W.  Pell  and  Mr.  Alexander  T.  Robertson. 
The  blanks  were  filled.  The  plaintiff  signed  both  of  the  con- 
tracts, and  handed  them  to  the  defendant  f  oi'  signature.  The 
defendant  then  signed  both  and  handed  them  to  Mr.  Pell,  the 
friend  and  adviser  of  Mr.  Farish,  the  defendant,  who  was  then 
and  now  is  in  infirm  health  and  very  deaf.    At  this  stage  of 
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the  business  it  was  decided  by  Mr.  Parish,  the  defendant,  to 
proceed  no  further  in  it  until  he  had  advised  with  his  counsel. 
To  this  the  plain  tiff  assented.  Accordingly  both  the  contracts 
were  retained  by  Mr.  Farish,  and  the  parties  left  the  oflSce, 
Mr.  Pell  separating  from  them  at  the  door  and  going  home, 
while  Dietz,  Farish  and  Robertson  proceeded  to  the  oflBce  of 
Shipman,  Barlow,  Larocque  &  MacFarland,  to  confer  with  Mr. 
Anderson  of  that  firm. 

In  this  immediate  connection,  Mr.  Pell  states  that  on  the 
occasion  in  question,  he  went  to  the  office  of  Mr.  Farish,  as 
his  friend  and  adviser  (Mr.  Farish  being  very  deaf  and  in  ill- 
health),  accompanied  by  young  Mr.  Kobertson.  The  inter- 
view with  Dietz,  and  the  matter  in  hand,  were,  on  the  sugges- 
tion of  Mr.  Pell,  intrusted  by  Mr.  Farish  entirely  to  his  charge, 
and  he  informed  Mr.  Dietz  to  that  eifect.  Mr.  Pell  thereupon 
offered  $58,000  for  the  house.  Dietz  finally  decided  to  accept 
that.  Thereupon  he  produced  from  his  pocket  two  blank 
articles  of  agreement,  with  the  description  filled  in. 

Mr.  Pell  observed  that  he  knew  nothing  about  the  descrip- 
tion, and  had  only  learned  of  the  matter  that  morning.  Mr. 
Pell  then  filled  up  the  articles  of  agreement.  He  gave  one  to 
Dietz  and  kept  the  other,  reading  it  aloud  in  order  to  com- 
pare the  two.  They  were  then  signed  by  Dietz  and  by  Farish, 
and  handed  to  Mr.  Pell  to  be  witnessed  by  him.  While  they 
were  lying  upon  the  table,  in  his  possession,  it  was  proposed 
that  something  should  be  paid  upon  account ;  whereupon  Mr. 
Pell  suggested  $2,000.  Mr.  Farish,  according  to  the  recol- 
lection of  Mr.  Pell,  was  about  to  fill  up  a  blank  check,  when 
he  asked  Mr.  Dietz  if  ho  had  the  papers.  Mr.  Dietz  replied 
"  no,'*  but  that  he  should  have  them  all  that  day.  Thereupon 
Mr.  Pell  suggested  that  the  whole  matter  should  be  referred 
to  Mr.  Parish's  lawyer  at  once,  to  be  settled  with  him,  to 
which  no  objection  was  made.  The  papers  were  all  handed 
by  Mr.  Pell  to  Mr.  Farish,  Mr.  Pell  saying  at  the  time,  "  I 
have  nothing  more  to  do  with  the  matter." 

The  duplicate  contracts,  signed  at  Mr.  Parish's  office,  were 
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afterwards  handed  to  Mr.  Oollins,  at  Mr.  Anderson's  office,  bj 
Mr.  Parish,  to  be  given  to  Mr.  Anderson,  and  if  he  approved 
of  them  and  thought  they  were  all  right,  and  was  satisfied 
they  were  all  right,  Mr.  Dietz  was  to  receive  $2,000  on  Mr. 
Parish's  account.  To  pay  the  $2,000,  Mr.  Parish  left  a  check 
with  Mr.  Collins  to  the  order  of  Shipman,  Barlow,  Larocque 
&  MacParland.  While  in  Mr.  Anderson's  office,  at  this  time, 
Mr.  Dietz  asked  Mr.  Collins  for  the  paper  which  belonged  to 
him,  to  which  Mr.  Collins  replied,  that  he  did  not  know  that 
any  paper  belonged  to  him ;  that  he  had  heard  what  Mr. 
Parish  had  said,  that  they  were  to  be  submitted  to  Mr.  Ander- 
son, and  if  they  were  all  right,  he  was  to  receive  $2,000. 
Before  leaving  the  office,  Mr.  Dietz  succeeded  in  obtaining 
the  paper  without  either  Mr.  Parish's  or  Collins'  consent,  and, 
putting  it  in  his  pocket,  took  it  away  with  him. 

The  plaintiff  never  came  into  possession  of  this  contract 
thrpugh  a  delivery  thereof  by  Mr.  Parish,  the  defendant,  or 
any  one  authorized  by  him  to  make  such  delivery. 

Sigism/and  Kaufmcmn^  attorney,  and  Lewis  SanderSy  of 
counsel  for  plaintiff. 

Shipmarij  Barlow,  Larocque  dk  MacFarland^  attorneys. 

TT.  W.  MacFarland,  of  counsel  for  defendant. 

Pbbbdman,  «/. — This  is  an  action  to  compel  the  specific 
perforpiance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  real 
estate. 

The  defense  is  two-fold :  Pirst,  that  the  contract  was  never 
concluded  so  as  to  be  binding  upon  the  parties;  and,  secondly, 
if  it  was,  that  a  defect  existed  in  plaintiff's  title. 

Upon  these  issues  evidence  was  introduced  by  both  sides, 
and  upon  such  evidence  several  interesting  questions  of  fact 
and  of  law  arise. 

As  to  the  facts,  I  shall  only  say  that  upon  a  proper  appli- 
cation of  the  rules  which  govern  in  the  consideration  of  testi- 
mony, the  evidence  preponderates  so  largely  in  favor  of  the 
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defendant  that  he  is  entitled  to  have  his  version  concerning 
the  transactions  constituting,  as  plaintiff  claims,  an  execution 
and  delivery  of  the  contract,  adopted  as  the  true  one.  So  far 
as  necessary  the  facts  thus  established  will  be  referred  to 
hereafter. 

As  to  the  law,  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  strenu- 
ously insisted  that  in  every  aspect  which  may  be  taken  of  the 
case  there  was,  in  law,  a  perfect  execution  and  delivery  of  it, 
and  that  such  execution  and  delivery  could  not  be  varied  by 
proof  of  annexation  of  conditions. 

This  claim,  in  view  of  the  facts  as  actually  determined,  is  a 
bold  and  startling  one,  and  in  consequence  thereof  I  felt 
induced  to  make,  and  did  make,  before  coming  to  a  conclu- 
sion thereon,  a  careful  examination  of  the  principles  of  law 
which  govern  in  the  matter  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of 
contracts.  The  conclusions  at  which  I  arrived,  after  such 
examination,  may  be  stated  to  be  as  follows : 

A  contract  or  agreement  is  the  union  of  two  or  more  minds 
in  a  thing  done  or  to  be  done.  In  the  language  of  some  of 
the  old  writers,  it  is  called  ^^  a  coupling  or  knitting  together 
of  minds.''  The  assent  of  the  parties  must  be  mutual,  recipro- 
cal, concurrent. 

There  must  necessarily  be  some  medium  of  communication 
by  which  the  union  of  minds  may  be  ascertained  and  mani- 
fested. Among  men  this  medium  is  language,  symbolical, 
oral  or  written. 

In  oral  and  symbolical  communications,  when  the  parties 
are  together,  the  assent  is  mutual  and  the  contract  completed 
when  the  acceptance  of  one  party  is  announced  to  the  other. 

In  written  communications,  and  especially  in  cases  where 
the  law  requires  the  assent  to  be  evidenced  by  a  writing,  the 
writing  must  be  delivered  by  the  party  to  be  bound  thereby 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  deprive  him  of  the  right  to  recall  it. 

The  delivery  may  be  by  words  without  acts ;  as  if  a  deed 
be  lying  upon  a  table,  and  the  grantor  says  to  the  grantee, 
"take  that  as  my  deed,"  it  will  be  a  sufficient  delivery ;  or  it 
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may  be  by  acts  without  words,  and  therefore  a  dumb  man 
may  deliver  a  deed. 

The  intent  is  the  governing  and  controlling  element  in  the 
determination  of  the  question  whether  a  contract  has  or  has 
not  been  concluded  in  a  given  case.  Established  forms  and 
ceremonies  furnish  useful  indications  of  intention ;  but  in 
themselves,  and  in  the  absence  of  mutual  and  concurring 
intention,  meeting  in  the  same  sense,  to  the  same  point,  and 
embracing  the  same  subject-matter,  they  are  inoperative.  This 
is  a  rule  ot  universal  jurisprudence,  and  applies  to  all  classes 
of  contracts. 

Thus,  although  the  mere  consent  of  the  partjes  is  sufficient 
for  the  perfection  of  consensual  contracts,  nevertheless,  if,  in 
agreeing  upon  a  sale  or  any  other  bargain,  they  also  agree 
that  there  shall  be  a  formal  act*  passed  before  a  notary,  with 
the  intent  that  the  bargain  shall  not  be  deemed  perfect  until 
the  notarial  act  is  so  likewise,  the  parties,  though  they  may 
have  agreed  upon  the  terms,  may  recede  before  the  act  is 
complete  {Pothier  an  OhligcUionSy  art.  1,  Eh.^p.  110). 

Referring  to  the  same  principle,  under  another  title,  Mr. 
Bell,  in  his  very  learned  commentaries  on  Law  of  Scotland 
(7^A  ed.  [McLa^en]y  hk.  3,  pt.  1,  p.  345),  says  : 

The  plea  of  lo(m8  poemtentm  is  grounded  not  merely  on  the 
want  of  evidence  of  a  bargain,  but  on  the  want  of  that  perfect 
and  full  consent  which  stands  contradistinguished  from  imper- 
fect resolution  or  intention.  The  want  of  evidence  may  be 
supplied  by  a  reference  to  oath ;  the  want  of  the  badge  of  full 
and  perfect  consent  never  can  be  so  supplied.  Such  evidence 
may  supply  the  loss  of  the  document  after  it  has  been  comr 
pleted  as  an  irrevocable  engagement ;  but  it  will  not  destroy 
the  privilege  of  receding,  where  the  irrevocable  obligation  has 
not  been  legally  declared. 

In  the  case  of  a  contract  under  seal  or  a  deed  therefor,  the 
locus  poenitenticBj  the  opportunity  of  withdrawing  from  it 
before  the  parties  are  finally  bound,  exists  up  to  the  time  of 
its  actual  delivery  as  a  living  obligation. 
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If  the  grantor  do  not  intend  that  his  deed  shall  take  effect 
until  some  condition  is  performed,  or  the  happening  of  some 
futore  event,  he  should  either  keep  it  himself,  or  leave  it  with 
some  third  person  as  an  escrow,  to  be  delivered  at  the  proper 
time. 

If  he  deliver  it  as  his  deed  to  the  grantee^  it  will  operate 
immediately,  and  without  any  reference  to  the  performance 
of  the  condition,  although  such  a  result  may  be  contrary  to 
the  express  stipulation  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  delivery. 
This  is  one  of  the  cases  in  which  the  law  fails  to  give  effect 
to  the  honest  intention  of  the  parties,  for  the  reason  that  they 
have  not  adopted  the  proper  legal  means  of  accomplishing 
their  object. 

But  it  is  only  in  cases  falling  strictly  within  the  exception 
stated,  that  is  to  say,  in  cases  of  delivery  of  the  deed  with 
intent  to  part  with  it  as  a  deed,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
grantee,  that  the  law,  for  reasons  of  public  policy,  fails  to  carry 
out  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  expressed  in  the  condition 
annexed  to  the  delivery,  and  rejects  parol  evidence  as  to  such 
condition  (  Worrall  agt.  Munrij  5  iT.  T.j  229 ;  Braman  agt. 
Binghanij  26  irf.,  483 ;  Cocka  agt.  Bark&r^  49  irf.,  107). 

If,  tliough  there  be  a  delivery  to  the  grantee,  the  deed  is 
delivered  with  the  intent  that  the  grantee  shall  not  take  it  as 
the  deed  of  the  grantor,  nor  receive  it  as  grantee,  but  as  the 
agent  of  the  grantor  for  a  special  purpose,  as,  for  instance,  for 
the  purpose  of  transmitting  it  to  a  third  person  to  be  held  by 
the  latter  in  escrow,  the  case  does  not  come  within  the  excep- 
tion {GUbert  agt.  The  North  Am.  Fire  Ins.  Co.^  23  Wend.,  43). 

A  deed  may  be  deposited  with  the  grantee,  or  handed  to 
him,  for  any  purpose  other  than  as  the  deed  of  the  grantor  or 
as  an  effective  instrument  between  the  parties,  without  becom- 
ing at  all  operative  as  a  deed  {Ford  agt.  James,  2  Alib.  Ot.  of 
App.j  159  ;  per  GB0VEB,e/,  163). 

Formerly  the  law  was  that  delivery  in  escrow  must  be  to 
a  stranger,  and  that  if  made  to  the  grantee's  authorized  agent 
the  delivery  has  the  same  effect  as  if  made  to  the  grantee 
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personally.  But  this  rule  has  since  been  invaded  by  numer- 
ous acknowledged  exceptions. 

Thus,  in  Waikim  agt.  Nash  (Z.  JS.,  20  Eg.  Oas.j  262  ; 
S.  O.J  18  Moal^a  Eng.  J?.,  781),  vice-chancellor  Hall  had 
occasion  to  pass  on  the  question  of  delivery  in  escrow  to  the 
solicitor  of  a  party  to  the  deed,  and  sustained  the  apparent 
intent  of  the  parties  against  a  strict  construction  of  the  tech- 
nical rule,  that  delivery  to  the  agent  of  the  grantee  cannot  be 
in  escrow.  It  appeared  that  defendant's  solicitor,  Skyrme, 
represented  to  plaintifi  that  his  client  wished  to  pay  off  a 
mortgage  which  the  plain  tifi,  as  trustees,  held  on  Nash's 
estate ;  and  at  Skyrme's  request,  to  facilitate  the  transaction, 
as  he  said,  they  executed  a  reconveyance  and  delivered  it  to 
him  expressly  as  an  escrow,  and  took  a  writing  declaring  it 
to  be  such.  Skyrme  used  the  reconveyance  to  get  the  money 
from  his  client,  which  he  appropriated,  and  then  returned  the 
reconveyance,  pretending  that  the  payment  was  not  made. 

The  vice-chancellor  laid  down  the  broad  explanation  of  the 
old  rule,  that  when  a  stranger  was  spoken  of,  ^'  what  is  meant, 
is  a  delivery  of  a  character  negativing  its  being  a  delivery  to 
the  grantee  or  to  the  party  who  is  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
instrument.  Moreover,  the  delivery  to  the  solicitor  of 
the  grantee  might  be  deemed  a  delivery  to  a  third  person  for 
the  benefit  of  all  parties." 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  usual  formalities  of  execution 
take  place,  and  the  contract  under  seal  is,  to  all  appearances, 
consummated  without  any  conditions  or  qualifications  annexed, 
and  the  acts  of  the  parties  clearly  evince  their  intention  to  be 
bound  without  a  formal  delivery,  it  is  a  complete  and  valid 
deed,  notwithstanding  it  be  left  in  the  custody  of  the  grantor 
{ScrtbgJutm  agt.  Wood,  15  Wend.y  545,  and  cases  there  died). 
Here,  again,  the  law  regards  the  duly  authenticated  intention 
of  the  parties  rather  than  mere  ceremonial  formaHties.  It 
even  regards  the  mere  possession  of  the  document  as  a  non- 
essential, but  the  decisive  and  conclusive  evidence  of  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  as  the  operative  and  controlling  feature. 
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I  think  I  have  now  suffidiently  demonstrated,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  ease  before  me,  that,  except  where  reasons  of 
public  policy  intervene,  it  is  the  invariable  policy  of  the  law, 
in  determining  the  question  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of 
a  contract,  to  give  full  effect  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of'  the  parties,  so  far  as  the  same  can  be  ascertained  from  the 
surrounding  circumstances,  and  that  in  this  respect  the  law 
is  in  fiill  accord  with  right,  reason  and  substantial  justice. 

-  The  claim  advanced  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
that,  notwithstanding  the  agreement  of  the  parties  that 
delivery  should  take  place  upon  the  approval  of  the  contract 
by  counsel,  the  bare  execution  of  it  under  seal,  so  far  as  it  was 
executed,  imparted  binding  force  to  it,  and  is  not  only  suffi- 
cient, but  conclusive  evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  valid  con- 
tract, involves,  therefore,  a  misconception  of  the  true  relations 
of  legal  principles. 

At  the  time  it  was  agreed  between  the  parties  to  make  the 
delivery  of  the  contract  and  the  payment  of  the  first  install- 
ment required  by  il  dependent  upon  the  approval  of  defend- 
ant's counsel,  it  had  not  yet  been  delivered  either  by  words 
-without  acts,  or  by  acts  without  words.  It  was  still  under 
the  control  of  the  defendant,  and  his  opportunity  for  withdraw- 
ing had  not  yet  expired.  Not  even  a  qualified  or  conditional 
delivery  had  \)een  made  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  there- 
upon took  both  duplicates  into  his  possession,  and  both  parties 
proceeded  to  the  office  of  defendant's  counsel.  The  latter  not 
being  in,  both  duplicates,  together  with  a  check  for  the  amount 
of  the  first  installment  required  to  be  made  by  the  contract,  were 
left  by  defendant  for  his  counsel  with  instructions,  in  case  of 
approval,  to  deliver  one  of  the  duplicates  and  the  check  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  contract  was  never  approved,  nor  were  any  of 
the  papers  handed  by  said  counsel,  or  with  his  knowledge  or 
consent,  to  the  plaintiff.  |lence  there  was  no  valid  delivery. 
The  mere  fact  that  plaintiff,  against  the  express  understanding 
of  the  parties,  managed  to  get  hold  of  one  of  the  duplicates, 
is  not  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  maintain  the  action. 
Vol.  Lm  29 
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Nor  can  it  avail  the  plaintiff  that  he  succeeded  in  subse- 
quently inducing  Mr.  Pell,  the  subscribing  witness,  to  acknowl- 
edge, before  a  commissioner,  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the 
instrument,  when,  as  appears  from  the  evidence,  the  said  wit- 
ness, at  the  time  of  making  such  acknowledgment,  had  no 
knowledge  that  the  contract  had  not  been  concluded,  or  that 
the  duplicates  had  not  been  duly  exchanged,  and  was  not  aware 
that  any  controversy  touching  the  matter  had  arisen,  but  had 
every  reason  to  believe  tliat  a  delivery  had  taken  place.  True, 
he  should  not  have  made  the  acknowledgment,  unless  he  knew 
the  fact  to  be  as  he  stated,  and  his  course,  in  that  respect,  is 
highly  reprehensible.  But  I  do  not  see  why  the  consequences 
of  his  unauthorized  act  should  be  visited  upon  the  defendant. 
Even  the  record  of  a  deed,  after  acknowledgment,  is  only  jmma 
facie  evidence  of  a  delivery,  and  as  such  it  may  be  rebutted 
{Jackson  agt.  Perkins^  2  Wend,^  308 ;  OHhert  agt.  North  Am, 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  23  irf.,  43). 

In  my  findings  I  have  set  forth  with  great  particularity  all 
the  circumstances  touching  the  execution  of  the  contract,  its 
deposit  in  the  office  of  defendant's  counsel,  and  the  manner  in 
which  plaintiff  got  possession  of  the  duplicate  upon  which  he 
brought  this  action.  It  is,  therefore,  not  necessary  to  enlarge 
upon  them  here.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  upon  the  facts  as  thus 
established,  plaintiff  has  failed  to  show  that  the  said  contract 
for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  the  premises  in  question,  was  ever 
concluded  so  as  to  have  any  binding  force  whatever. 

In  regard  to  the  alleged  defect  in  plaintiff's  title,  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  upon  the  evidence  as  it  stands, 
the  plaintiff  did  not  have  a  marketable  title  to  the  premises 
described  in  the  complaint. 

The  facts  being  as  found,  the  case  is  not  one  for  a  specific 
performance.  This  relief  is  always  discretionary  and  will 
never  be  granted  except  it  be  stripy  equitable  under  all  the 
circumstances  that  it  should  be  granted. 

The  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment,  dismissing  the  com- 
plaint upon  the  merits,  with  costs. 
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In  the  Matter  op  the  Application  of  the  Attornbt- 
Genebal  agt.  The  Atlantio  Mutual  Life  Insu&anob 
Company. 

Uft  vMwrcmce  company — appUcoHanfor  appaintmerU  cf  receiver — section  7, 

chapter  903,  Laws  of  1869. 

The  provisions  of  section  7  of  chapter  902  of  the  Laws  of  1869  make  it 
the  duty  of  the  superintendent  of  the  insurance  department,  whenever 
the  affairs  of  any  life  insurance  company  which  has  deposited  securities 
under  this  act,  or  the  act  hereby  amended,  shall,  in  his  opinion^  appear 
in  such  a  condition  as  to  render  the  issuing  of  additional  policies 
and  annuity  bonds  of  said  company  injurious  to  the  public  interests, 
to  report  that  fact  to  the  attorney-general,  tohase  duty  it  shaU  then  be 
to  apply  to  the  supreme  court  for  an  order  requiring  the  company  to 
show  cause  why  a  receiver  should  not  be  appointed,  and  its  business 
closed  up. 

When  the  superintendent  reports  to  the  attorney-general  as  the  statute 
prescribes,  the  latter  must  submit  the  facts  to  the  court,  and  that 
tribunal  must  proceed  as  the  law  directs. 

The  supreme  court  has  no  power  to  review  the  preliminary  action  of  the 
superintendent  in  making  his  report.  If  any  error  has  been  committed 
or  mistake  made  by  the  superintendent,  the  hearing,  and  that  alone,  will 
remedy  it. 

But  it  must  be  proved,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  upon  the  investiga- 
tion, that  there  is  danger  to  the  public  interests  by  the  continuance  of 
the  business  of  the  company,  before  it  would  be  warranted  in  making 
the  final  order,  arresting  future  operations  and  appointing  a  receiver. 

Albany  Special  Term^  May  14, 1877. 

Appuoation  by  the  attorney-general,  pnrsuant  to  section 
7  of  chapter  902  of  Laws  of  1869,  for  a  receiver  of  the 
company. 

Charles  8.  Fai/rchUdj  attorney-general,  for  motion. 

Williwn  Bamss  and  Henry  Smithy  opposed. 
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Wbstbrook,  J.  — By  section  7  of  chapter  902  of  the  Laws 
of  1869,  it  is  provided :  "  If  at  any  time  the  affiEiirs  of  any 
life  insurance  company,  which  has  deposited  securities  under 
this  act,  or  the  act  hereby  amended,  shall,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  superintendent  of  the  insurance  department,  appear  in 
such  a  condition  as  to  render  the  issuing  of  additional  policies 
and  annuity  bonds  of  said  company  injurious  to  the  public 
interests,  the  said  superintendent  shall  report  that  fact  to  the 
attorney-general,  whose  duty  it  shall  then  be  to  apply  to  the 
supreme  court  for  an  order  requiring  the  company  to  show 
cause  why  its  business  should  not  be  closed.  The  court  shall 
thereupon  proceed  to  hear  the  allegations  and  proofs  of  the 
respective  parties ;  and  in  case  it  shall  appear,  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  said  court,  that  the  assets  and  funds  of  said 
company  are  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  further  continuance 
of  the  business  of  insuring  lives,  granting  annuities  and 
incurring  new  obligations,  as  authorized  by  its  charter,  then 
the  said  court  shall  issue  an  order  enjoining  and  restraining 
said  company  from  the  further  prosecution  of  its  business, 
and  shall  also  appoint  a  receiver  of  the  assets  of  said 
company,"  etc. 

The  petition  or  statement  of  the  attorney-general  to  the 
court,  showing  that  the  superintendent  of  the  insurance 
department  had  made  such  a  report  to  him,  as  is  required  by 
the  section  of  the  statute  just  quoted,  an  order  to  show  cause, 
also  in  conformity  therewith,  was  granted  on  the  eleventh 
day  of  May,  instant,  returnable  this  day.  It  is  now  objected, 
in  behalf  of  the  company,  that  the  moving  papers  do  not 
show  upon  what  evidence  the  superintendent  acted  in  making 
his  report  to  the  attorney-general,  and  that,  therefore,  as  the 
court  cannot  see  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  upon 
which  the  superintendent  acted  to  justify  such  action,  no 
further  proceedings  can  be  had  upon  the  present  application. 
A  careful  reading  of  the  section  &ils  to  show  any  power  in  the 
court  to  review  the  preliminary  action  of  the  superintendent 
in  making  hiis  report.    The  court  can,  and  uiust,  undoubtedly, 
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by  evidence  to  be  given  upon  the  hearing,  be  statisfied  "  that 
the  assets  and  fands  of  the  company  are  not  sufficient  to 
justify  the  further  continuance  of  the  business  "  bef6re  it 
would  be  warranted  in  making  the  final  order  arresting 
farther  operations  and  appointing  a  receiver;  but  such 
inquiry  is  compulsory  upon  the  court  when  the  attorney- 
general  presents  a  case  within  the  terms  of  the  statute,  and 
that  officer  (the  attorney-general)  must  bring  the  matter  to 
the  attention  of  the  court  whenever  the  superintendent 
reports  to  him  as  the  same  section  prescribes.  Upon  what 
evidence  the  superintendent  shall  act  the  law  is  silent.  In 
his  "  opinion,"  the  affairs  of  the  company  must  "  appear  "  to 
be  ^'  in  such  a  condition  as  to  render  the  issuing  of  additional 
policy  and  annuity  bonds  by  said  company  injurious  to  the 
public  interests,"  before  he  would  be  justified  to  "  report  that 
fact  to  the  attorney-general ;  '^  but  in  what  way  his  "  opinion  " 
shall  be  formed,  and  by  what  evidence  it  must  so  "  appear " 
to  him,  the  statute  affords  no  light.  The  superintendent  is 
an  officer  of  the  state,  and  acts  upon  the  responsibility  of  his 
official  oath.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  he  would  act 
lightly  or  hastily.  It  is  true  that  the  power  intrusted  to  him, 
as  all  power  in  the  hands  of  any  official  may  be,  can  be 
abused,  but  the  guard  in  the  act  is  not  to  review  the  pre- 
liminary action  which  he  takes  to  compel  investigation  by 
the  court,  but  the  need  of  proving,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court,  upon  sucb  investigation  the  danger  to  the  public  inter- 
ests by  the  continuance  of  its  business.  It  is  also  true  that  hasty 
action  by  the  state  official  may,  for  a  time,  impair  the  credit 
of  a  solvent  corporation  by  an  unjust  accusation,  but  the  court 
has  no  power,  without  a  hearing,  to  declare  that  the  pre- 
liminary report  was  unjustified.  In  short,  when  the  super- 
intendent reports  to  the  attorney  general  as  the  statute 
prescribes,  the  latter  must  submit  the  facts  to  the  court,  and 
that  tribunal  must  proceed  as  the  law  directs.  If  any  error 
has  been  committed  or  mistake  made  by  the  superintendent, 
the  hearing,  and  that  alone,  will  remedy  it 
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The  company,  by  the  affidavit  of  its  secretary,  having 
declared  its  solvency  and  ability  to  continue  business,  an 
examination  in  conformity  with  the  requirement  of  the  act 
must  be  had.  As  the  enjoining  of  further  business,  and  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver,  can  only  be  justified  by  satisfying 
the  court  ^'  that  the  assets  and  funds  of  said  company  are  not 
sufficient  to  justify  the  further  continuance  of  the  business," 
it  is  apparent  that  a  critical  examination  of  all  its  ^^  assets 
and  funds  "  must  be  made,  as  well  of  all  its  obligations  and 
liabilities.  What  standard, the  court  ought  to  adopt  in  deter- 
mining the  propriety  of  further  continuance  of  the  corpora- 
tion  will  not  now  be  prescribed,  further  than  to  say  that 
whatever  evidence  throws  light  upon  its  '^ funds  and  assets" 
and  liabilities  will  be  received  and  considered.  Neither  can 
it  be  decided  now  what  principle  shall  be  adopted,  whether 
gross  or  not,  in  valuing  the  policies.  It  can,  however,  with- 
out impropriety,  be  stated  that  it  would  be  well  to  have  a 
detailed  examination  of  each  policy  made,  and  the  actual 
value  thereof,  if  any,  to  the  company  stated,  based  upon  the 
future  payments  to  be  made  thereon,  deducting  therefrom 
one-sixth  for  future  expenses  and  contingencies,  so  that  the 
court  can  have  before  it  the  result  thereof  upon  the  final 
submission  of  the  controversy. 
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Mortgage — Umrp — EUoppd, 

Where  a  mortgage  of  $20,000  was  made  to  a  third  party  to  be  sold,  the 
plaintiffs  purchasbig  said  mortgage  from  an  agent  of  the  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee,  and  paying  for  the  same  $18,000,  and  afterwards  receiving 
$1,000  payment  on  the  same;  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  of  the 
mortgage  to  plaintiffs,  the  mortgagor  executed  and  delivered  the  usual 
mortgagor's  certificate,  upon  the  faith  of  which  the  plaintiffs  took  the 
assignment: 

Meid,  that,  the  plaintiffs  having  relied  on  the  assurances  of  defendant, 
contained  in  the  certificate,  in  taking  the  mortgage  the  defendant  is 
estopped  from  setting  up  usury  as  a  defense. 

JBeldy  also,  that  although  said  bond  and  mortgage,  as  to  the  original 
mortgagee,  had  no  legal  inception,  yet  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs  it 
is  a  valid  and  subsisting  lien,  to  the  extent  of  the  consideration 
advanced  upon  it. 

The  plaintifib  having  acquired  a  valid  title  to  the  mortgage,  no  subsequent 
usurious  agreement  to  extend  the  time  of  payment  could  impair  or 
avoid  the  original  obligation. 

Special  Tetm^  Aprily  1876. 

This  action  was  brought  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  and  the 
defendants  set  np  usnrj  as  a  defense. 

The  following  are  the  facts  as  foand  by  the  conrt : 
First.  That  the  plaintiffs,  the  Real  Estate  Trust  Company, 
are  a  corporation  created  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  act  of 
the  legislature  of  the  state  of  New  York,  entitled  ''  An  act 
to  incorporate  the  Heal  Estate  Trust  Company,"  passed  April 
19, 1871,  and  the  various  acts  amendatory  thereof. 
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Second.  That  the  defendant,  Louis  B.  Rader,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  money  for  his  own  benefit,  did,  on  or  about 
the  6th  day  of  May,  1872,  execute  and  deliver  to  one  Andrus 
B.  Howe  a  bond  sealed  with  his  seal,  whereby  he  bound  him- 
self, his  heirs,  exiicutors  and  administrators  in  the  penalty  of 
$40,000,  upon  the  condition  that  the  same  should  be  void  if  the 
said  defendant,  Louis  B.  Rader,  should  pay  to  the  said  Andrus 
B.  Howe,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  the  just 
and  full  sum  ef  $20,000,  on  the  sixth  day  of  May,  which 
would  be  in  the  year  1874,  and  the  interest  thereon  to  be 
computed  from  the  day  of  the  date  thereof,  at  and  after  the 
rate  of  seven  per  cent  per  annum,  and  to  be  paid  half  yearly, 
on  the  sixth  days  of  November  and  May  of  each  and  every 
year,  until  said  principal  sum  should  be  fully  paid. 

Third.  That,  as  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  the 
said  bond,  the  defendant  Louis  B.  Rader,  and  the  defendant 
Esther  Amelia  Rader,  his  wife,  did  on  the  same  day  execute, 
and,  on  the  4th  day  of  June,  1872,  duly  acknowledge  and 
deliver  to  the  said  Andrus  B.  Howe,  a  mortgage,  whereby 
they  granted,  bargained  and  sold  to  the  said  Andrus  B.  Howe 
the  premises  described  in  the  complaint  in  this  action,  with 
a  proviso,  in  substance,  the  same  as  the  condition  of  the 
said  bond. 

Fourth.  That  the  said  mortgage  was  duly  recorded  in  the 
office  of  the  register  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  on 
the  6th  day  of  June,  1872,  in  liber  1075  of  mortgages,  page  6. 

Fifth.  That,  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  said  bond  and 
mortgage,  the  defendant  Louis  B.  Rader  had  employed  one 
Thomas  W.  Allen,  a  real  estate  broker,  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  money  upon  the  premises  designated  in  the  said 
mortgage ;  that,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  said  Allen,  the  said 
bond  and  mortgage  was  made  and  executed  with  a  view  that 
the  same  should  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  received  by  the 
said  defendant  Rader. 

Sixth.  That  no  consideration  passed  from  Andrus  B.  Howe 
to  the  said  Rader  upon  the  delivery  of  the  said  bond  and 
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mortgage  to  the  said  Howe,  which  delivery  was  made  on  or 
about-the  4th  day  of  June,  1872,  at  which  time  the  bond  and 
mortgage  were  placed  in  the  possession  of  the  said  Allen,  as 
the  agent  for  said  Howe  and  for  said  Bader. 

Seventh.  That,  on  or  abont  the  dSd  May,  1872,  the  said 
Allen,  as  the  agent  for  the  said  Howe  and  Bader,  made  an 
application  to  the  plaintiffs  to  sell  to  plaintiffs,  on  the  part  of 
said  Howe,  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  that,  after  some 
negotiation  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  said  Allen,  in  the 
early  part  of  June,  1872,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  purchase  the 
said  bond  and  mortgage  from  the  said  Howe,  for  the  sum 
of  $18,000. 

Eighth.  That  the  plaintiffs,  until  after  the  consummation 
of  their  purchase  of  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  were 
ignorant  of  the  circumstances  of  the  inception  of  the  said  bond 
aud  mortgage,  and  had  no  information  with  respect  thereto, 
and  did  not  kn<9kr,  and  had  no  reason  to  suspect,  that  the  said 
Allen  was  the  agent  of  the  defendant  Bader,  or  was  the 
agent  for  any  person  other  than  the  said  Andrus  B.  Howe. 

Ninth.  That,  on  or  about  the  20th  day  of  June,  1872,  by 
instrument  of  assignment  of  that  date,  delivered  June  22, 
1872,  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  said  Andrus  B.  Howe, 
duly  executed  and  acknowledged,  the  said  Andrus  B.  Howe, 
for  a  Valuable  consideration  in  hand  paid,  did  grant,  bargain, 
sell,  assign,  transfer  -and  set  over  unto  the  said  plaintiff  the 
said  indenture  of  mortgage,  together  with  the  said  bond  or 
obligation,  and  the  moneys  due  and  to  grow  due  thereon ; 
and  that  the  said  Andrus  B.  Howe,  in  and  by  the  said  assign- 
ment, did  covenant  with  the  said  plaintijB&  that  all  of  the  said 
sum  of  $20,000  secured  by  said  bond  and  mortgage,  together 
with  interest  thereon  from  the  date  thereof,  was  unpaid 
thereon,  and  that  there  was  no  offset  or  defense  whatsoever 
against  the  same. 

Tenth.  That  the  said  instrument  of  assignment  was  duly 
recorded  in  the  said  register's  office  on  the  22d  day  of  June, 
1872,  in  liber  1067  of  mortgages,  page  652. 
Vol.  Lm.  80 
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JEleventh.  That,  on  or  about  the  20th  day  of  June,  1872, 
by  a  certain  instrument  or  declaration  of  that  date  under  the 
hand  and  seal  of  the  said  Louis  B.  Rader,  duly  executed  and 
acknowledged,  the  said  Louis  B.  Rader  did  certify,  acknowl- 
edge and  declare  that  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  were  a 
good  and  valid  bond  and  mortgage,  and  that  the  same  had 
not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof,  nor  was  there  any  defense 
or  offset  whatsoever  against  the  same,  but  that  the  whole  of 
the  sum  of  $20,000,  secured  thereby,  with  interest  thereon, 
from  date  thereof,  was  unpaid  thereon,  and  that  the  same 
were  a  good,  valid  and  subsisting  lien  upon  the  lands  and 
premises,  described  in  said  mortgage,  and  that  due  notice  of 
the  assignment  of  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  to  the  said 
plaintiffs  had  been  given  to  him. 

Twelfth.  That,*  during  the  said  negotiations  for  the  pur- 
chase by  plaintifib  of  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  the  said 
Thomas  W.  Allen,  as  the  agent  of  the  said  louis  B.  Rader, 
and  as  the  apparent  agent  of  said  Andrus  B.  Howe,  repre- 
sented to  the  plaintiffs  that  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  was 
a  good  and  valid  one,  and  that  no  defense  existed  thereto,  or 
to  the  collection  of  the  moneys  secured  thereby;  that  in 
making  the  purchase  of  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  in 
taking  an  assignment  of  the  same,  the  said  plaintiff  relied 
upon  the  truth  of  the  said  representations  made  to  them  by 
the  said  Allen,  and  also  relied  upon  the  truth  of  the  state- 
ments made  to  them  by  the  said  Howe  in  the  aforesaid 
instrument  of  assignment,  and  also  relied  upon  the  truth  of 
the  statements  made  to  them  by  the  said  Louis  B.  Rader  in 
the  aforesaid  instrument  or  declaration,  dated  June  20, 1872, 
and  that  plaintiffs  believed  all  said  representations  and  state- 
ments to  be  true,  and  relied  and  acted  upon  the  faith  of  them 
in  purchasing  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  in  permitting 
the  same  to  be  assigned  and  transferred  to  them ;  that  the 
said  plaintiffs,  in  taking  the  said  assignment  of  the  said  bond 
and  mortgage  as  aforesaid,  on  or  about  the  22d  day  of  June, 
1872,  actually  paid  out  and  advanced,  in  reliance  upon  the 
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truth  of  the  aforesaid  representatione  and  statements,  the  sum 
of  eighteen  thousand  dollars. 

Thirteenths  That  the  defendants  have  failed  to  comply 
with  the  conditions  of  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  by  omit- 
ting to  pay  the  sum  of  $18,000,  the  principal  justly  due 
thereon,  to  the  plaintiffs,  which  became  due  on  the  6th  day  of 
May,  1874. 

Fcmrteenth.  That,  on  the  19th  May,  1874,  the  said  defend- 
ant Louis  B.  Bader  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  the  sum  of  jSve 
hundred  dollars.  On  the  28th  May,  1874,  said  Louis  B. 
Rader  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dol- 
lars, which  sums 'plaintiffs  have  credited,  and  which  should 
be  allowed  in  diminution  of  the  principal  due  and  payable 
en  the  said  bond  and  mortgage. 

JFtfteerUh.  That  there  is  now  due  to  the  said  plaintiffs 
npon  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  the  sum  of  seventeen 
thousand  dollars  of  principal  and  interest  on  that  sum 
from  the  6th  November,  1874,  to  the  date  of  these  findings, 
viz. :  The  sum  of  $1,745.33,  which  last-mentioned  sum  should 
be  diminished,  however,  by  the  interest  on  five  hundred  dol- 
lars from  May  19,  1874,  to  the  said  6th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1874,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  sixteen  dollars  and  twenty- 
three  cents,  and  by  the  interest  on  five  hundred  dollars 
from  May  28,  1874,  to  the  6th  ^day  of  November,  1874, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  fifteen  dollars  and  thirty-six  cents,  so 
that  the  amount  due  this  day  to  said  plaintiffs  for  interest 
moneys  is  the  sum  of  $1,713.74,  and  the  sum  due  to  plain- 
tiffs at  the  date  of  these  findings,  for  principal  and  interest 
together,  is  the  sum  of  $18,713.74  upon  the  said  bond  and 
mortgage. 

Sixteenth,  That  no  proceedings  have  been  had  at  law  or 
otherwise  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  sums  secured  by  the 
said  bond  and  mortgage,  or  any  part  thereof. 

^Seventeenth.  That  the  defendants  have,  or  claim  to  have, 
some  interest  in  or  lien  upon  the  said  mortgaged  premises,  or 
some  part  thereof  which  interest  or  lien,  if  any,  has  accrued 
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subseqnently  to  the  lien  of  the  said  mortgage,  or  is  subject 
thereto. 

DameSj  Work^  McName  cfe  HiZton^  for  plaintiff, 

Morri&  Billm^a  .cfe  Cardozo^  for  defendant  Bader. 

Labrbmoeb,  J.  —  The  defendant,  in  1872,  employed  Allen, 
a  real  estate  broker,  to  negotiate  a  loan  upon  certain  real 
estate  in  the  city  of  New  York.  At  the  suggestion  of  Allen, 
defendant  and  his  wife,  on  May  6, 1872,  executed  a  bond  and 
mortgage  upon  said  premises  to  Andrus  B.  Howe  for  $20,000, 
payable  in  two  years,  with  interest.  The  mortgage  was 
acknowledged  on  the  4th  and  recorded  on  the  6th  of  June, 
1872,  but  no  consideration  passed  from  Howe  to  defendant 
upon  its  delivery.  Howe,  through  Allen,  made  application 
to  the  plaintiff  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  these  securities, 
which  was  consummated  June  22,  1872,  by  an  assignment 
thereof  to  the  plaintiff  for  $18,000,  which  amount  was  paid. 
At  the  same  time  the  usual  mortgagor's  .certificate  was  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  whose  officers  testified  to 
their  belief  in  the  truth  of  the  statements  contained  in  said 
certificate,  and  upon  the  faith  of  which  they  took  the 
assignment.  ^ 

I  think  the  whole  testimony  justifies  such  a  conclusion,  and 
although  said  bond  and  mortgage  as  to  Howe  had  no  legal 
incejJtion,  yet  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  they  are  valid  and 
subsisting  liens  to  the  extent  of  the  consideration  advanced 
upon  them  {Payne  agt.  Bumha/m^  62  N,  Y.^  69). 

An  attempt  was  made  at  the  trial  to  charge  plaintiffs  with 
knowledge  of  the  original  transaction  between  Howe  and 
defendant,  but  the  weight  of  evidence  is  in  favor  of  the  fact 
that  Allen  was  not  the  agent  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  of  Howe 
and  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiffs  having  thus  acquired  a  valid  title  to  the 
securities  in  question,  no  subsequent  usurious  agreement  to 
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extend  the  time  of  payment  could  impair  or  avoid  the  origi- 
nal obligation  {Agcmd  agt.  BaU^  1  Alb,  Z.  e/".,  181 ;  Lesley 
agt  Johnson^  41  Barb,^  369;  Hawks  agt.  Weaver^  46  i<i., 
164). 

Upon  this  theory  evidence  to  establish  such  an  agreement 
by  the  payment  of  $1,000  was  excluded  nnder  plaintiflF's 
objection,  and  said  amount  having  been  credited  on  the 
account  of  the  principal  of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  a  rebate 
of  interest  thereon  must  be  allowed  from  the  time  of  such 
payment. 

The  defense  of  usury  is  overruled  and  judgment  ordered  in 
favor  of  plaintifiF  for  $17,000  and  interest,  and  for  a  foreclos- 
ure and  sale  of  the  premises  described  in  the  complaint 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COTJRT. 
Thomas  H.  Habding  agt.  Jakb  Elizabbth  Habdino. 

Dkoree  for  advU&ry  —  rrferef^B  rtport  — power  of  special  term  to  order  new 

trial '^PracHee, 

In  an  action  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  where  the  referee 
reported  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  the  defendant  duly  filing  her  exceptions 
to  such  report,  the  plaintiff  moved,  upon  the  referee's  report  and  the 
testimony,  to  confirm  such  report  The  defendant  moved,  at  the  same 
time,  upon  the  exceptions,  report  and  testimony,  to  vacate  such  report, 
imd  for  further  relief.  The  court  made  an  order  dismissing  the 
complaint  upon  the  merits: 

Hdd,  that  the  court  erred  in  absolutely  dismissing  the  plaintiff's  complaint 
upon  the  merits.  The  order  of  the  special  term  should  have  been,  that 
the  report  be  set  aside,  the  order  of  reference  vacated,  and  a  new  trial 
of  the  issues  had,  with  costs  to  the  defendant,  to  abide  the  event 

In  this  dass  of  cases,  the  court  at  special  term  does  possess  the  power  to 
order  a  new  trial.  This  power  should  be  exercised,  as  near  as  possible, 
in  conformity  with  the  principles  which  control  on  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  on  a  case  or  exceptions. 

If  the  exceptions  are  sustained,  and  the  question  is  capable  of  being 
obviated  by  proof,  no  absolute  judgment  should  be  directed,  but  a  new 
trial  ordered.  . 

Oeneral  Term^  May^  1877. 

%         

Before  Sedowioe,  Speeb  wad  Fbeedman,  JJ. 

'  Thb  action  is  brought  to  dissolve  marriage  on  the  ground 
of  adultery  of  the  defendant  with  one  William  Zandt. 

The  answer  denies  the  adultery,  and  alleges  condonation. 

Upon  consent,  an  order  of  reference  was  made  to  hear  and 
determine  all  the  issues. 
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The  referee  reported  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  all 
the  issues. 

The  defendant  duly  filed  her  exceptions  to  the  referee's 
report. 

The  plaintiff  moved,  upon  the  referee's  report  and  the 
testimony,  to  confirm  such  report. 

The  defendant  moved,  at  the  same  time,  upon  the  excep- 
tions, report  and  testimony,  to  vacate  such  report  and  for 
further  relief. 

Defendant's  motion  was  granted  and  the  plaintiff's  motion 
denied. 

Upon  the  settlement  of  the  order  defendant's  attorney  made 
default,  and  plaintiff's  attorney  entered  an  order  recommitting 
the  report  and  testimony  to  the  referee. 

Upon  motion  this  default  was  opened,  and  after  full  argu- 
ment an  order  was  made  dismissing  the  complaint  upon  the 
merits. 

A  decree  was  entered  accordingly.  Plaintiff  appealed  from 
the  order  of  dismissal  and  the  judgment  entered  therein. 

James  Jf .  Smithy  for  appellant. 

George  QaUagher^  for  respondent.  / 

Fbeedman,  J. — In  StcUivcm  agt.  StcUivan  (52  Hbw.j  453; 
41  iT.  r.  Superior  GL  R.  [9.  J.  xSk  Sp.'\)  and  BloU  agt. 
Rider  (47  How  Pr.  R.j  90),  the  policy  of  the  statute  relating 
to  the  granting  of  divorces,  the  reason  for  the  enactment  of 
the  ninety-second  rule,  and  the  practice  on  references  of  the 
issues,  have  been  fully  discussed. 

The  order  of  reference  in  the  case  at  bar  was  in  all  respects 
r^ular. 

But  the  court  at  special  term,  in  the  exercise  of  its  super- 
visory power,  saw  fit  to  withhold  judgment  of  divorce,  not- 
withstanding the  issues  had  been  determined  by  the  referee 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.    The  only  question,  therefore,  which 
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k  open  for  review  is,  whether  the  power  was  properly  exer- 
cised upon  the  facts  before  the  court. 

Upon  examination  of  the  testimony  I  am  satisfied  thai 
upon  the  ground  of  insufficiency  of  proof  of  the  alleged  adul- 
tery, as  well  as  for  the  reason  that,  even  in  case  of  adultery, 
there  was  evidence  showing  condonation,  the  court  below  was 
fully  justified  in  denying  plaintiff's  motion  for  confirmation 
of  the  report  and  in  sustaining  defendant's  exceptions ;  but  in 
absolutely  dismissing  plaintifPs  complaint  upon  the  merits, 
the  court  went  too  far. 

The  defendant  had  excepted  to  the  report,  and  brought  the 
exceptions  to  a  hearing.  Her  motion  was  substantially  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  though  she  was  not  bound  to 
make  it  in  a  case  prepared  and  settled  as  if  the  trial  had  been 
had  by  jury,  she  was,  on  the  other  hand,  not  entitled  to  relief 
exceeding  that  which  is  usually  awarded  to  a  party  success- 
fully moving  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  or  exceptions,  under 
section  265  of  the  Oode.  In  the  last-mentioned  case,  no 
absolute  judgment  is  given  when  the  question  is  one  that  can 
be  obviated  by  proof;  but  the  order  simply  sustains  the 
exceptions,  if  any  there  be,  and  the  ruling  made,  or  verdict 
rendered  at  the  trial,  is  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
with  costs  to  the  moving  party  to  abide  the  event. 

Formerly,  in  an  action  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of 
adultery,  the  court  of  chancery  directed  a  feigned  issue  to  be 
made  up  for  the  trial  of  the  facts  contested  by  the  pleadings, 
and  the  court  was  expressly  empowered  by  statute  (2  JS.  A, 
145,  sec.  40)  to  award  a  new  or  further  trial  of  such  issue  as 
often  as  justice  should  seem  to  require.  Under  our  present 
system  of  procedure,  and  the  rules  of  the  courts  specially 
applicable  to  actions  for  divorce,  the  trial  of  the  issue  of 
adultery  by  a  referee  may  be  looked  upon  as  one  of  the  modes 
of  trial. which  have  been  substituted  for  thid  trial  by  feigned 
issue,  and  hence,  in  this  class  of  cases,  the  court  at  special 
term  does  possess  the  power  to  order  a  new  trial. 

The  power,  as  already  stated,  should  be  exercised,  as  near 
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as  possible,  in  conformity  with  the  principles  which  control 
on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  or  exceptions.  Oonse- 
qnently,  if  the  exceptions  are  sastained,  and  the  question  is 
capable  of  being  obviated  by  proof,  no  absolnte  judgment 
should  be  directed,  but  a  new  trial  ordered ;  and  if  it  is  a 
case  for  a  new  trial,  the  report  should  not  be  sent  back  to  the 
referee  with  directions  to  take  further  proof,  as  may  be  done 
in  a  case  of  no  answer,  but  the  report  should  be  set  aside,  the 
order  of  reference  vacated,  and  a  new  trial  of  the  issues 
ordered.  In  such  case,  the  contesting  parties  are  again  iree 
to  select  any  one  of  the  three  modes  of  trial  prescribed  by 
the  Code. 

That  part  of  the  order  of  January  27, 1877,  which  denies 
plaintiff's  motion  for  confirmation  of  the  report, -should  be 
affirmed,  but  the  remaining  part  should  be  modified  so  as  to 
provide  that  the  report  be  set  aside,  the  order  of  reference 
vacated,  and  a  new  trial  of  the  issues  had,  with  costs  to  the 
defendant,  to  abide  the  event. 

The  judgment  of  March  6,  1877,  should  be  reversed 
altogether. 

Ssix^wiGK  and  Speib,  JJ.,  concur. 
Vol.  Lin  81 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Second  National  Bank  of  Utioa  agt.  William  Wblls, 

impleaded. 

OcfrnpUdfU  by  earporatum — armoer —  demurrer. 

In  an  action  by  an  incorporated  bank,  where  the  complaint  contains  no 
allegation  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  corporation,  or  entitled  to  sue  as  such, 
the  objection  is  properly  taken  by  answer. 

A  demurrer  can  only  be  interposed  where  it  aflftrmatively  appears  upon 
the  face  of  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  legal  capacity  to  sue. 

At  CharriberSy  June,  1877. 

Motion  for  jadgment  npon  answer  alleged  to  be  frivolous. 
The  action  was  npon  a  promissory  note  owned  by  the  plain- 
tiff. The  complaint  did  not  allege  that  the  plaintiff  was  an 
incorporation.  The  answer  was  sabstantially  as  follows: 
^'  First.  That  said  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  this 
action  against  this  defendant  for  the  reason  that  said  com- 
plaint does  not  show  that  said  plaintiff  is  an  individual  or  a 
corporation,  or  that  said  plaintiff  has  any  legal  capacity  to 
sue,  and  this  objection  is  taken  by  answer  and  not  bj^ 
demurrer  for  the  reason  that  said  complaint  does  not  show  on 
its  face  afSrmatively  that  said  plaintiff  has  legal  capacity  to 
sue.  Second.  Said  defendant,  impleaded  as  aforesaid,  denies 
that  said  plaintiff  is  an  individnal  or  a  corporation  created  by 
or  under  statute  of  this  state." 

K  Mnky  for  plaintiff.  « 

fi.  CarroUy  for  defendant. 
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Habdin,  J.  —  The  complaint  does  not  all^e  that  the  plain- 
tifi  is  a  corporation  having  legal  capacity  to  sae.  It  does  not 
allege  that  it  is  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  this  state. 
Therefore,  section  3  (2  R.  S.  [Edm.  ed.]^  477)  does  not  apply. 
The  objection  can  not  be  taken  by  demurrer,  because  the 
court  of  appeals  have  so  held  in  The  Phomix  Bank  agt. 
Dormell  (40  N.  Y.y  410).  The  complaint  can  only  prove 
what  it  alleges,  no  allegations  being  inserted  that  it  has 
legal  capacity  to  sue.  Therefore,  no  proof  of  that  fact  could 
be  given.  The  objection  by  answer  is  proper,  and  therefore 
the  answer  cannot  be  held  to  be  frivolous.  The  motion 
must  be  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs  to  defendant. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Gbobgb  p.  Rowbll  and  Chablbs  N.  Kbnt  agt.  William 
M.  GiLBs  and  Edwabd  C.  Jbnkinb. 

Btference  —  Complaint  —  Account  stated  cmd  settled. 

Where  the  complaint  is  so  framed  that  the  plaintiff  must  recover,  if  at  all, 
upon  an  account  stated,  although  a  number  of  items  entered  into  such 
account,  an  order  of  reference  is  unauthorized. 

The  only*  proof  necessary  or  proper  in  such  a  case  must  relate  simply  to 
and  must  establish  the  liquidation  and  settlement  of  the  amount  of 
defendants*  liability  at  tl^e  date  when  such  statement  and  settlement  are 
claimed  to  have  been  made. 

The  case  does  not  require  the  *' examination  '*  of  the  account  containing 
the  items  which  entered  into  such  account,  thus  alleged  to  have  been 
stated  and  settled,  but  only  the  determination  of  the  issue  as  to  whether 
such  account  was  or  was  not  stated  and  settled  in  the  manner  and  to  the 
extent  alleged  in  the  complaint. 

Special  Term^  June^  1877. 
Motion  for  an  order  of  reference. 


Evarts^  Southmayd  dk  Chodte^  for  plaintifib. 

Oeorge  Owen^  for  defendants. 

Sanfobd,  e/".  —  The  complaint  seems  to  have  been  framed 
upon  the  theory  that,  under  the  contract  between  the  parties, 
the  defendants  had  become  absolutely  liable  for  a  specified 
amount,  payable,  by  installments,  at  specified  periods,  before 
the  modification  of  such  contract  by  adding  to  sucb  amount 
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a  separate  sam  due  from  defendants  to  plaintiffs,  and  the 
delivery  to  plaintiffs  of  defendants'  promissory  notes  for  a 
large  part  of  sach  aggregate  amount,  was  effected.  The 
allegation  is,  in  substance,  that,  on  the  9th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1875,  an  acconnting  and  settlement  was  had  between  the 
parties,  in  respect  to  the  amount  payable  under  the  contract, 
which  was  thereupon  ascertained,  fixed  and  agreed  upon  as 
$13,840.66 ;  that  defendants  being  also  then  and  there 
indebted  to  plaintiffs  in  the  further  sum  of  $4,537.24  upon 
another  account,  it  was  agreed,  by  and  between  the  parties, 
that  the  aggregate  of  defendants'  liabilities,  viz.,  $18,377.80, 
should  be  paid  as  follows :  by  notes  (since  paid),  $10,180.78, 
and  the  residue,  viz.,  $8,197.02,  in  seven  monthly  installments 
of  $1,171  each,  commencing  on  the  8th  day  of  December, 
1876;  that  thereby,  and  by  means  of  the  promises,  the  said 
account  became  stated  and  settled,  and  defendants  became 
and  were,  and  still  are,  duly  indebted  to  plaintiffs  in  the 
respective  amounts  so  agreed  upon,  except  as  the  same  have 
been  discharged  by  payment  as  stated. 

There  is  no  averment  in  the  complaint  that,  under  the 
original  contract,  the  plaintiffs  promised  or  agreed  that  the 
defendants'  advertisement  should  be  actually  published  in 
the  newspapers  specified,  nor  is  it  alleged  that  such  publica- 
tion ha6  been  made.  The  action  is  not  brought,  therefore,  to 
recover  for  work,  &c.,  done  and  performed,  or  procured  to 
be  done  and  performed,  at  an  agreed  price ;  and  proof  of 
such  performance  would,  under  the  pleadins^,  be  neither 
requisite  or  competent.  No  such  cause  of  action  is  alleged. 
The  plaintiffs  must  recover,  if  at  all,  upon  an  account  stated, 
and  the  only  proof  necessary  or  proper  in  support  of  it  must 
relate  simply  to  and  must  establish  the  liquidation  and  settle- 
ment of  the  amount  of  defendants'  liability  at  the  date  when 
such  statement  and  settlement  are  claimed  to  have  been  made. 
"With  respect  to  the  items  which  entered  into  such  account, 
thus  alleged  to  have  been  stated  and  settled,  there  is  no  con- 
troversy before  the  court.    The  case  does  not  require  the 
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^'  examinatioii "  of  the  account  containing  them,  btit  only  the 
determination  of  the  issae  as  to  whether  such  account  was  or 
was  not  stated  and  settled  in  the  manner,  and  to  the  extent 
alleged  in  the  complaint. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  case  is  substantially  the  same  as 
it  would  have  been  had  promissory  notes  been  given  for  the 
several  installments ;  and  had  the  suit  been  instituted  upon 
such  promissory  notes,  in  such  casd  a  reference  would  have 
been  unauthorized.  If  the  account  was,  in  fact,  stated  and 
settled,  as  alleged,  there  is  no  more  occasion  to  examine  it 
than  there  would  be  if  notes  had  been  given  for  the  amount 
found  to  be  due. 

The  motion  is  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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SUPBEME  COURT. 

Matter  of  Babnitt. 
OottB  in  proeeedingi  an  habeas  carpus, 

A  writ  of  habeas  carpus  is  a  special'  proceeding  under  the  act  of  1854 
(Laws  1854,  p.  598,  sec.  8)  where  it  is  made  returnable  in  court,  and 
where  it  calls  into  exercise  the  ordinary  machinery  of  courts  of  law, 
such  as  the  appointment  of  a  referee  to  take  the  testimony,  the  exami- 
nation of  witnesses  pra  and  can,  and  the  subsequent  hearing  in  due 
form  in  court  on  the  whole  evidence,  and  the  decision  of  the  court 
thereupon. 
Costs  are  allowable  in  such  proceedings,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 
The  costs  allowed  embrace,  however,  only  the  items  for  proceedings  after 
-petition  and  before  trial,  and  for  trial  and  disbursements  (Affinmng  8, 
a,  52  Bow,,  78). 

• 

First  DepartmerUy  Oeneral  Term^  Jwnuary^  1877. 

Before  Noah  Davis,  P.  e/".,  John  R.  Bbadt  and  Chaslbs 
Daniels,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  an  ordet  allowing  costs  to  the  relator  {^8ee  52 
flbt/7.,  73). 

F.  J.  FUhumj  for  appellant. 

Charles  EUmdy^  for  petitioner* 

Bbady,  J.  —  The  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is, 
whether  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  costs  becanse,  as  insisted, 
this  18  a  special  proceeding,  and  therefore  within  the  provi- 
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sions  of  the  act  of  the  legislature  passed  in  1854  {Lcms  1854, 
p.  593,  sec.  3),  which  declared  that  costs  may  be  allowed  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court  in  special  proceedings,  and  when 
so  allowed  shall  be  at  the  rate  allowed  for  similar  proceedings 
in  civil  actions.  The  learned  justice  who  disposed  of  this 
matter  thought  costs  should  be  awarded  the  petitioners,  and 
allowed  them.    The  respondent  below  appeals. 

There  is  no  adjudicated  case  in  which  costs  have  been 
allowed  in  proceedings  on  habeas  corpus.  The  writ  is  one  of 
right,  and  it  has  not  been  heretofore  trammeled  bj  any  con- 
sequences other  than  the  failure  to  obtain  the  object  in  view 
when  it  was  applied  for,  which  sometimes  occurs.  It  is, 
nevertheless,  a  special  proceeding  when  it  is  made  returnable 
in  court,  and  where,  as  in  this  case,  it  called  into  exercise  the 
ordinary  machinery  of  courts  of  law,  such  as  the  appointment 
of  a  referee  to  take  the  testimony,  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses pro  and  con^  and  the  subsequent  hearing  in  due  form 
in  court^on  the  whole  evidence,  and  the  decision  of  the  court 
thereupon.  The  court  of  appeals  have  held  that  a  certiorari 
to  review  summary  proceedings  between  landlord  and  tenant 
was  a  special  proceeding  under  the  act  of  1854  {suprd)^  and 
^  that  to  the  successful  party  costs  might  be  awarded  {The 
People  agt.  Boardman^  4  KeyeSy  59). 

In  kindred  matters  the  same  doctrine  has  been  promulgated 
{In  the  Matter  of^  cfet?.,  Bensselaer  and  Saratoga  JR.  H.  Co. 
agt.  Davis,  55  -flT.  Z".,  145 ;  In  the  Matter  of  Doddy  27  id., 
629;  People  ex  rd.  Van  Bensselaer  agt.  Vcm  Alstyney  3 
KeyeSy  35,  and  cases  cited;  People  ex  ret.  Latorre  agt. 
(JBrieny  8  AVh.  Ct.  of  App.  Oases,  559 ;  In  the  Matter  of 
the  Bowei*y  JExftensiony  12  Sow.  Pr.,  99). 

In  the  Matter  of  Dodd  it  was  suggested  that  in  order  to 
make  proceedings  special  under  the  act  in  question  there 
must  be  a  litigation  in  court.  In  this  case  there  were  pro- 
ceedings by  contest,  as  already  stated,  although  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  is  a  writ  of  right,  and  sacred  to  the  cause  and 
principles  of  liberty.    It  may,  nevertheless,  be  abused,  or  the 
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remedy  which  it  is  issned  to  accomplish  unjastly  refased  by 
the  respondent.  The  writ,  in  other  words,  may  be  sued  out 
vexatiously,  or  thd  refusal  to  surrender  the  person  detained 
may  be  equally  vexatious. 

Whether  either  of  these  features  existj  it  is  for  the  court  to 
judge,  and  hence  the  discretion  which  must  be  called  into 
play  before  costs  can  be  awarded. 

If  there  be  reasonable  ground  to  warrant  an  application  for 
the  writ,  no  costs  should  follow.  K  there  be  reasonable 
ground  for  refusing  to  surrender  the  person,  a  like  result 
would  ensue.  This  was  doubtless  all  considered  by  the  legis- 
lature when  the  subject  of  special  proceedings  was  considered 
and  passed  upon,  and  in  view  of  their  character,  including 
the  habeas  corpus^  the  conclusion  adopted  to  vest  in  the  court 
conducting  them  a  discretion  to  allow  or  disallow  costs. 

In  this  ckse  the  costs  would  seem  to  have  been  justly 
awarded,  and  the  order  granting  them  should  be  sustained. 

The  costiB  allowed  embrace,  however,  only  the  items  for 
proceedings  after  petition  and  before  trial,  and  for  trial  and 
disbursements  (55  N.  Z".,  supray  147). 

The  order  appealed  from  must  be  modified  in  this  respect, 
therefore,  and  as  modified  affirmed  without  costs. 
Vol.  Lm  38 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Thomas  B,  Odell,  Receiver  of  Beknhabd  A.  Mtlinb,  agt. 
CoRNELLL  E.  Mylinb  and  Bebnhabd  A.  Mtlhts. 

Hmhand  aTidm^  —  ante^upHalagreemefnt  as  to  her  separate  estaie — erediian 

qf  htudand. 

Where,  after  marriage,  the  husband  paid  the  interest  on  a  mortgage  on 
the  separate  property  of  his  wife,  and  for  its  benefit,  in  pursuance  of  an 
agreement  between  them  before  marriage,  that  if  he  occupied  a  portion 
of  her  premises  after  marriage,  as  an  office  for  his  business  as  a 
physician,  he  would  pay  interest  on  the  mortgage  in  lieu  of  rent. 

Held^  that  the  agreement  was  valid,  and  that  the  payment  was  not  in  fraud 
of  the  creditors  of  the  husband. 

Special  Tenriy  Aprily  1877. 

Frederick  S.  Wait  and  K  EUery  Anderson^  for  plaintiff. 

JoJm  A,  DnnJcdy  for  defendants. 

Van  VoEST, «/.  —  The  defendants  areiinsband  and  wife. 
Before  their  marriage,  it  was  agreed  that  if  the  future  hu8# 
band,  who  was  a  physician,  should  keep  his  ofSce  and  see  bis 
patients  in  the  house  owned  by  the  woman  he  was  about  to 
marry,  he  would  pay  the  interest  on  the  mortgages  existing 
on  the  premises.  The  parties  afterwards  intermarried ;  they 
together  occupied  the  premises  as  a  dwelling,  and  the  hus- 
band used  a  portion  of  the  same,  the  front  basement,  for  the 
purposes  of  his  profession. 

Two  sums  of  $490  dollars  each,  being  one  year's  intere^ 
paid  by  the  husband  in  1875  and  1876,  on  a  mortgage  of 
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$14,000,  a  lien  on  the  premises  before  marriage,  give  rise  to 
ibis  action. 

The  plaintiff  is  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  husband,  with 
execution  returned  unsatisfied,  and  claims  that  this  interest 
was  paid  by  the  debtor  in  fraud  of  his  creditors,  and  for  the 
benefit  of  the  separate  estate  of  his  wife,  and  that  the  prop- 
erty is  liable  to  the  husband's  creditors,  to  the  extent  of  such 
payment. 

The  payments  made  by  the  husband  on  the  mortgage  were 
considered  by  him  and  his  wife  in  lien  of  rent. 

By  various  state  laws,  the  right  of  the  wife  to  the  use  and 
enjoyme  .t  of  her  property,  real  and  personal,  owned  by  her 
at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  and  the  rents,  issues  and  profits 
thereof  are  secured  to  her,  and  the  same  are  not  liable  for  the 
debts  of  her  husband  {Chapter  200,  Lama  of  1848). 

Chapter  90,  Laws  of  1860,  amended  by  chapter  172,  Laws 
of  1862,  provides  that  a  married  woman,  possessed  of  real 
estate  as  her  separate  property,  may  bargain,  sell  and  convey 
such  property,  and  enter  into  any  contract  in  reference  to  the 
same,  with  the  like  effect,  in  all  respects,  as  though  she 
were  single. 

The  act  of  1862  {^ec.  7)  allows  any  married  woman  to  sue 
and  be  sued  in  all  matters  having  relation  to  her  sole  and 
separate  property,  in  the  same  manner  as  though  she  were  sole. 

There  seems  to  be  no  limitation  as  to  the  person  with 
whom  the  wife  may  enter  into  a  contract,  with  respect  to  her 
fil^parate  property. 

The  legislature  having  thought  proper  to  pass  laws  giving 
to  a  married  woman  such  power  and  rights  as  to  her  own 
property,  I  see  no  reason  why  a  woman,  in  contemplation  of 
marriage,  may  not  make  an  agreement  with  the  person  she 
is  about  to  marry,  by  which  he  will  pay  to  her  rent  for 
premises  belonging  to  her,  in  the  event  that  after  marriage 
he  should  occupy  them  for  his  business,  and  this,  although 
he  might  occupy  them  with  her ;  for  a  husband  is  bound  to 
support  his  family,  and  for  this  purpose  to  furnish  a  home. 
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In  the  prosecution  of  his  profession,  it  was  necessary  that 
the  husband  should  have  a  place  to  receive  the  visits  of  his 
patients.  If  for  this  purpose  he  chose  to  occupy  a  portion  of 
a  house  owned  by  his  wife,  I  see  no  valid  reason  why  he  may 
not,  under  existing  laws,  agree  to  pay  for  its  use. 

It  is  true  that  the  money  he  paid  in  this  instance  went  to 
keep  down  the  interest  on  the  separate  estate  of  his  wife ; 
but  that  constitutes  no  fraud  upon  the  creditors  of  the  hus- 
Band,  if  there  was  a  sabsisting  agreement  between  himself 
and  wife,  that  he  should  pay  such  interest,  in  lieu  of  rent, 
for  the  use  of  the  premises. 

Under  such  an  agreement,  it  is  improper  to  call  si  ch  pay- 
ment a  gift  without  consideration.  There  was  a  consideration 
in  the  use  of  the  premises.  Being  her  own  property,  she 
could  have  leased  the  same  wholly  to  others,  and  have 
received  to  her  own  use  all  the  proceeds. 

That  she  chose  to  occupy,  with  her  husband,  the  premises, 
does  not,  in  equity,  deprive  her  of  her  right  to  compensation 
from  him  for  his  use  of  a  portion  thereof  for  his  professional 
business. 

It  is  conceivable  that  such  arrangements  may  give  occasion 
to  fraud ;  but  fraud  must  be  proven.  It  may  be  that  the 
amount  paid  for  interest  on  the  mortgage  is  more  than  the 
rental  value  of  the  premises  occupied  by  the  husband  for  his 
business ;  but  of  that  there  is  no  evidence,  and  I  cannot  say 
judicially  that  it  is  so.  Nor  is  there  any  evidence  that,  at 
the  time  the  arrangement  was  made  between  the  defendants 
as  to  the  payment  by  the  future  husband  for  the  use  of  the 
premises,  he  was  in  debt  to  any  person. 

The  following  cases  decide  questions  in  some  respects 
similar  to  those  under  consideration,  unfavorable  to  the  views 
of  the  plaintiff:  Ainaly  agt.  Mead  (3  Lans^  120) ;  Wright 
agt.  Wright  (54  N.  T.  437);  Mincir  agt.  Minci/r  (4 
Lams,^  421). 

I  think  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  relief  asked, 
and  his  complaint  is  dismissed,  but  without  costs* 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

SwBBT  agt.  Chapman. 

ChsU — aUau>edfor  rea/rgument. 

Where  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  at  the  circuit,  the  defendant  appealed, 
the  general  term  affirmed  the  judgment,  the  defendant  moved  the  gen- 
eral term  for  leave  to  go  to  the  court  of  appeals,  the  defendant  paid  the 
coBts  of  the  appeal,  including  forty  dollars  for  arguinent.  Thereafter 
the  general  term  ordered  a  reargument,  and  upon  such  reargument 
granted  a  new  trial,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event.  On  the  new  trial 
plaintiff  again  had  a  verdict  and  taxed  the  costs,  including  forty  dollars 
for  reargument: 

JHddy  that  this  item  of  forty  dollars  for  reargument  was  properly  allowed. 
The  reargument  was  ordered  upon  defendant's  application,  and  as  the 
reargument  resulted  in  a  new  trial  being  ordered  in  which  plaintiff 
recovered,  he  is  entitled  to  compensation  for  such  reargument. 

Onondaga  Social  Term^  May^  1877. 

MonoN  by  defendant  for  a  readjustment  of  costs  as  to  an 
item  of  forty  dollars  allowed  for  reargument.  The  plaintiff 
had  a  verdict  at  the  circuit,  the  defendant  appealed,  the  gen- 
eral term  affirmed  the  judgment,  the  defendant  moved  the 
general  term  for  leave  to  go  to  the  court  of  appeals.  The 
defendant  paid  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  including  forty  dollars 
for  argnnent.  Thereafter  the  general  term  ordered  a  reargu- 
ment, and  upon  such  reargument  granted  a  new  trial,  with 
costs  to  abide  the  event.  A  new  trial  was  had  and  the  plain- 
tiff again  received  a  verdict,  and  taxed  the  coats,  including 
forty  dollars,  for  reargument. 

-ff.  H.  Tyler  J  for  motion. 

RamdaJl  <&  BamdaUj  opposed. 
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Habdin,  J.  —  A  trial  is  defined  to  be  '^  the  judicial  exami- 
nation of  the  iflsae.''  An  argument  takes  place  prior  to  a 
judicial  decision  of  the  issues  in  a  case.  There  had  been  an 
argument  and  decision.  Costs  were  allowable,  and  properly 
taxed  and  paid.  They  were  paid  ^^for  argument  of  the 
appeal,"  the  judgment  was  affirmed,  the  costs  paid,  and,  of 
course,  the  plaintilE  satisfied. 

But  upon  defendant's  application  a  reargument  was  ordered. 
He  it  was  who  imposed  the  labor  of  a  reargument  that  took 
place,  and  the  court  thereupon  reversed  the  judgment  and 
ordered  anew  trial,  with  costis  to  abide  the  event.  The  court 
expressly  ordered  the  costs  to  abide.  That,  of  course^  cov- 
ered statutory  costs  to  the  successful  party. 

By  subdivision  1  of  section  306  of  the  Code,  the  costs  of  an 
afppeal  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  when  a  new  trial  is 
ordered.  The  discretion  was,  therefore,  properly  exercised  by 
the  general  term  when  it  reversed  the  judgment  and  ordered 
a  new  trial.  The  plaintiff  would  have  no  compensation  for 
the  reargument  if  this  item  was  not  allowed  (3  Den.^  269,  amd 
note  ;  1  How.y  236 ;  2  HiU,  367). 

The  motion  must  be  denied,  but  as  the  question  is  novel, 
without  costs  of  the  motion  to  either  party. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

• 

JoHH  B.  G.  Baboook  and  Daniel  M.  Pitohbb  agt.  Wiluam 

Libbey,  survivor,  &o. 

Faiae  and  fraudulerU  repres&rUaiiaiu — Fraudulent  coneealmeni  of  fads  — 

Action  for  damages — Ifonsmt, 

4 

To  create  a  liability  for  damages  consequent  upon  representations  alleged  to 
be  false,  the  plaintiff  most  show,  first,  that  the  representation  was  untrue ; 
second,  that  the  defendant  knew  it  w^  untrue;  third,  that  the  defendant 
made  the  representation  with  intent  to  deceive;  fourth,  that  the  plaintiffs 
acted  in  reliance  on  the  defendant's  representation,  under  circumstances 
in  which  they  had  a  right  to  rely  thereon;  fifth,  that  they  were  deceived 
thereby,  and  so  induced  to  change  their  relation  to  the  subject,  to  theit 
damage. 

'Rie  gist  of  the  action  for  deceit  is  the  fraudulent  intent  with  which  the 
representation  is  made;  that  intent  is  not  established  by  proof  merely  of 
the  falsity  of  the  representation;  knowledge,  when  it  was  made,  by  the 
party  making  it,  that  it  was  false,  must  be  shown. 

The  plaintiffs  having  been  applied  to,  to  sell  their  wool  to  the  steam 
woolen  company,  wrote  to  A.  T.  Stewart  as  follows:  **The  Utica 
Steam  Woolen  Company  offer  to  buy  of  us  quite  a  quantity  of  wool  at 
four  months.  Now  we  understand  you  are  selling  their  goods,  and 
have  a  lien,  &c.,  on  their  mills.  If  we  sell  them  the  amount  of  wool 
over  100  M.,  we  shall  be  obliged  to  sell  some  of  the  paper,  perhaps  aU. 
Will  you  buy  it?  If  so,  what  will  you  give  for  it?  If  you  do  not  feel 
like  taking  hold  of  it,  please  give  us  your  views  as  to  their  ability  to 
pay,  and  very  much  oblige."  To  which,  by  direction  of  defendant 
Libbey,  without  any  knowledge  of  Mr.  Stewart,  the  following  answer 
was  written,  upon  which  the  present  action  was  founded:  *'  Tour  favor 
of  sixth  inst,  to  our  Mr.  Stewart,  is  before  us.  The  Utica  S.  W.  Co. 
consign  to  us  all  their  goods,  for  which  we  have  a  ready  sale.  Some- 
times sold  largely  ahead  of  their  product  on  order.  We  can  only  form 
an  opinion  of  their  management  from  the  period  they  have  been  in  con- 
nection with  us.  As  far  as  we  can  judge,  they  have  made  money.  They 
say  they  have  done  better  than  at  any  former  period.  We  have  taken 
considerable  orders  ahead  for  their  spring  production,  and  anticipate  a 
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good  season  for  thdr  fabrics.  They  have  nothing  to  conceal  in  regard 
to  their  position,  and  we  do  not  doubt  will  fairly  answer  all  your  inqui- 
ries.   We  never  buy  paper,  either  manufacturers*  or  traders'.'' 

MMt  first.  That  it  was  true  the  steam  woolen  company  had  so  consigned 
their  goods  to  A.  T.  Stewart  &  Co.,  since  August,  1867,  and  the  goods 
manufactured  by  the  steam  woolen  company,  were  sold  in  advance  of 
their  production. 

Second.  To  allow  the  Jury  to  find  that  the  following  statement  in  defend- 
ant's letter,  i  0.,  *'  As  far  as  we  can  judge,  they  have  tnade  money;  they 
say  they  have  done  better  than  at  any  former  period,"  was  willfully  and 
firaudulently  false,  from  the  ordinary  cautions  of  the  commission  mer- 
chant to  his  consignor,  not  to  draw  drafts  in  advance  of  the  agreed  per- 
centage, or  the  increase  of  the  firm  debt,  would  be  manifestly  unsafe.  In 
the  absence  of  preponderating  proof  in  favor  of  that  of  guilty  the  jury 
should  not  be  allowed  to  guess.  The  presumption  of  innocence  cannot 
be  overcome  by  showing  facts  consistent  with  guilt,  but  by  those  which 
are  inconsistent  with  and  negative  the  former. 

Third.  Although  A.  T.  Stewart  A;  Co.  held,  at  the  time  of  writing  the 
letter,  not  only  a  mortgage  upon  the  real  estate  and  machinery  of  the 
steam  woolen  company,  but  also  a  chattel  mortgage  upon  the  personal 
property,  of  which  defendant  failed  to  speak: 

JIM,  that  the  words  in  plaintiffs'  letter,  "Now,  we  understand  you  are 
selling  their  goods,  and  haw  a  Uen,  dtc,,  upon  their  nuZZs,"  would  lead  the 
party  to  whom  such  communication  was  addressed,  to  suppose  that  the 
lien  was  known  to  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  object  of  the  writer  was  to 
ascertain  whether  A.  T.  Stewart  &  Co.  would  buy  the  company's  paper, 
and,  if  not,  what  were  their  views  as  to  the  ability  of  the  company  to 
pay.  No  jury  would  be  warranted  in  finding  that  the  defendant,  with 
intent  to  deceive,  suppressed  information  as  to  the  liens. 

The  plaintiffs  having  been  informed  as  to  the  lien,  and  one  of  them  having 
been  in  Utica,  where  the  clerk's  ofilce  of  Oneida  county  is  located,  before 
a  pound  of  wool  had  been  delivered,  had  no  right  to  be  deceived.  If  he 
made  no  inquiries,  it  was  such  gross  carelessness,  that  it  cannot  be 
excused. 

The  Utica  Steam  Woolen  Company,  by  its  articles  of  association,  ceased 
to  exist  February  27, 1866.  When  the  mortgages  were  made  to  A.  T. 
Stewart  &  Co.,  there  was  no  corporate  existence,  and  no  valid  liens  were 
thereby  created.  From  the  fact  that  both  plaintiffs  and  defendant  dealt 
with  the  woolen  company,  as  though  its  corporate  existence  had  not 
ended,  it  is  assumed  that  all  were  ignorant  of  its  dissolution: 

Hdd,  that  this  action,  which  rests  upon  an  alleged  suppression  of  the  truth 
as  to  the  existence  of  supposed  liens  by  mortgage,  cannot  be  maintained 
when  no  valid  incumbrances  in  fact  existed,  and  when,  consequently,  no 
existing  actual  fact  was  suppressed. 
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If  the  defendant  intended  to  deceive  the  plaintiffs  as  to  the  solvency  of  the 
woolen  company,  supposing  it  to  have  been  a  corporation,  which  it  was 
not,  representing  it  as  solvent,  belieymg  otherwise,  if  it  was  solvent  in 
fact,  by  reason  of  the  pecuniary  responsibility  of  those  who  carried  it 
on,  the  plaintiffs  have  sustained  no  damage  by  such  representation. 

If  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  subsequent  conduct,  which  induced  the 
plaintiffs  to  act  upon  the  belief  that  they  had  parted  with  their  goods  to 
a  corporation,  when  it  had  not,  and  thus  lost  their  retnedies,  such  sub- 
sequent conduct,  and  not  the  original  representation,  must  be  counted 
upon,  and  set  forth  in  the  pleadings  as  the  ground  of  recovery. 

No  rule  of  law  win  justify  a  recovery  upon  a  true  representation,  because 
the  party  making  it  supposed  it  to  be  otherwise. 

If  the  recommendation  is  of  A,  and  the  sale  is  made  to  B,  no  action  can 
be  predicated  upon  it,  unless  the  party  recommending,  induces  the  other 
to  believe  B  is  A.    When  that  does  not  occur,  no  action  Will  lie. 

Ulster  CH/rcuU^  June^  1877. 

On  the  trial  of  this  action  before  judge  Westbrook  and  a 
jnry,  commencing  June  19,  and  on  June  26, 1877,  after  the 
plaintiffs  had  introduced  all  their  evidence  and  clojBed  the 
case  for  the  prosecution,  the  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsuit, 
on  the  general  ground  that  the  testimony  was  insufficient  to 
establish  any  cause  of  action.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  argu- 
ments on  such  motion  the  opinion  was  delivered. 

James  E,  Dewey^  Henry  Smith  <&  Peter  Cantine^  for 
plaintiffs. 

B,  D.  SvrUncrty  Francis  Keman^  Henry  E.  Davies  cfe  E. 
L.  Wesibrookj  for  defendant 

Westbrook,  J. — This  action,  originally  commenced  against 
Alexander  T.  Stewart  and  William  Libbey,  and  now  con- 
tinued against  the  latter  as  the  survivor  of  the  then  firm  of 
A.  T.  Stewart  &  Co.,  was  brought  to  recover  damages  which 
the  plaintiffs  allege  they  have  sustained  by  the  sale  of  a  large 
quantity  of  wool,  in  November,  1868,  to  the  Utica  Steam 
Woolen  Company,  and  which  sale,  they  claim,  was  induced 
by  the  willfully  false  and  fraudulent  representations  of  the 
said  firm  of  A.  T.  Stewart  &  Co.  as  to  the  solvency  and 
Vol.  Lni  33 
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standing  of  the  said  steam  woolen  company,  and  the  franda- 
lent  concealment  in  the  statement  of  certain  facts  affecting  its 
credit.  • 

To  Bustain  this  action,  the  plaintiffs  masl  show  that  the 
defendant,  intending  to  deceive,  made  ^  willfully  untrue 
representation  as  to  the  standing  of  the  woolen  company,  or 
fraudulently  concealed  some  fact  relating  to  its  solvency, 
under  such  circumstances  that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  right  to 
rely  thereupon ;  and  that,  relying  thereon,  and  being  deceived 
thereby,  they  parted  with  their  goods  to  their  injury  {Brief 
of  Charles  G^Goncyi^  in  Bdbmson  agt.  Flmtj  58  BoA^our^ 
135, 136). 

In  November,  1868,  the  plaintiffs  having  been  applied  to, 
to  sell  their  wool  to  the  steam  woolen  company,  wrote  to 
Alexander  T.  Stewart  the  following  letter : 

«  OwBGo,  TiOQA  Co.,  N.  T.,  N(yo.  6, 1868. 
"A.  T.  Stewart,  Esq. : 

"  Dbab  Sm. — The  Utica  Steam  Woolen  Co.  offer  to  buy  of 
us  quite  a  quantity  of  wool,  at  four  mos.  Now,  we  under- 
stand you  are  selling  their  goods,  and  have  a  lien,  &c.,  on 
their  mills.  If  we  sell  them  the  amount  of  wool  over  100  M 
we  shall  be  obliged  to  sell  some  of  the  paper  —  perhaps  all. 
Will  you  buy  it  ?  If  so,  what  will  you  give  for  it  %  If  you 
do  not  feel  like  taking  hold  of  it,  please  give  us  your  views  as 
to  their  ability  to  pay,  and  very  much  oblige, 

"  Tours,  respectfully,  &c. 

*' BABCOCK  &  PITCHER'' 

To  which  letter,  by  the  direction  of  the  defendant,  William 
Libbey,  as  the  proof  now  stands,  and  without  —  so  far  as  the 
case  discloses  —  any  knowledge  of  Mr.  Stewart,  the  following 
answer  was  written,  upon  which  the  present  action  is  founded : 

"  New  Tobk,  N(yo.  7,  1868. 
"  Messrs.  Baboook  &  PrroHEB,  Owego^  Tioga  Co.^  N.  T. : 

"  Gentlemen. — Tour  favor  of  sixth  .  inst.,  to  our  Mr. 
Stewart,  is  before  us.    The  XJtica  S.  W.  Co.  consign  to  us  all 
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their  goods,  for  which  we  have  a  ready  sale  —  sometimes  sold 

largely  ahead  of  their  product  on  order.    We  can  only  form 

an  opinion  of  their  management  from  the  period  they  ha^e 

been  in  connection  with  ns.    As  far  as  we  can  judge,  they 

have  made  money.    They  say  they  have  done  better  than  at 

any  former  period.    We  have  taken  considerable  orders  ahead 

for  their  spring  production,  and  anticipate  a  good  season  for 

their  fabrics.     They  have  nothing  to  conceal  in  regard  to 

their  position,  and,  we  do  not  doubt,  will  fairly  answer  all 

your  inquiries.    We  never  buy  paper,  either  manufacturers' 

or  traders.' 

"  We  are,  respectfully, 

"A.  T.  STEWAET  &  CO. 

"P.  J.  Db  Beot." 

• 

K  Mr.  Stewart  was  still  living,  a  preliminary  question, 
could  he  be  held  responsible  for  the  tort  or  deceit  of  his 
partners?  would  be  presented.  If  one  member  of  a  firm 
makes  a  statement  in  regard  to  the  business  of  such  firm 
with  another  individual,  and  upon  it  a  third  person  relies 
to  his  injury,  then  the  firm  is  responsible,  because  it  was  a 
statement — apparently,  at  least  —  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  because  relating  to  the  partnership  business ;  and 
the  partner  who  has  formed  that  relation  with  the  individual 
making  the  statement,  should  rather  sufier  than  the  innocent 
third  party  who  has  relied  upon  such  statement.  Qriswold 
agt.  Haven  (25  N,  Y.y  695)  depends  upon  this  principle,  and 
was  obviously  rightly  determined.  Or  if  any  partner  falsely 
represents  the  character  and  quality  of  the  partnership 
property  sold,  either  by  express  words  or  by  acts  done 
thereto,  which  make  it  seem  to  be  what  it  is  not,  the  part- 
nership is  responsible  {Chester  agt.  DicJcerson^  52  Barb.^ 
849) ;  but  when  a  false  and  fraudulent  statement  is  made  by 
one  partner  as  to  the  standing  and  credit  of  a  third  person, 
such  statement  is  so  evidently  not  within  the  duty  and  power 
of  the  partner — that  upon  no  principle  apparent  to  the 
court  can  the  other  partner  be. held.    It  is  the  separate  and 
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individual  wrong  of  the  partner  making  it,  as  much  so  as 
a  separate  trespass  or  battery  would  be.  In  view,  however, 
of  the  death  of  Air.  Stewart  before  trial,  and  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  recover,  if  at  all,  against  any  one  of  the  several 
defendants,  this  question  has  no  practical  importance. 

We  are,  then,  brought  to  the  questions  which  this  case 
involves  upon  the  merits  against  the  defendant,  Libbey. 
Although  that  claim  has  been  made,  still,  in  my  judgment, 
there  is  no  sufficient  proof  to  show  that  any  of  the  state- 
ments actually  contained  in  the  Libbey  letter  are  false.  It 
was  true  that  the  steam  woolen  company  consigned  their 
goods  to  A.  T.  Stewart  &  Co.,  and  had  so  consigned  them 
since  August,  1867,  and  that  the  goods  manufactured  by  the 
woolen  company  were  sold  in  advance  of  production.  It  is 
not  shown  that  Libbey  did  not  speak  the  truth  when  he  said, 
**As  far  as  we  can  judge,  they  have  made  money ;  they  say 
they  have  done  better  than  at  any  former  period."  To  allow 
the  jury  to  find  that  such  statement  was  willfully  and  fraudu- 
lently false,  from  the  ordinary  cautions  of  the  commission 
merchant  to  his  consignor,  not  to  draw  drafts  in  advance  of 
the  agreed  per  centage,  or  the  increase  of  the  firm  debt, 
would  be  manifestly  unsafe.  Both  can  be  accounted  for 
upon  a  theory  in  harmony  with  the  truth  of  the  words ;  and 
in  the  absence  of  preponderating  proof  in  favor  of  that 
guilt,  the  jury  should  not  be  allowed  to  guess.  A  bank 
would  not  allow  a  solvent  customer,  as  a  rule,  to  overdraw 
his  account ;  and  the  increase  of  notes  at  the  bank  is  con- 
sistent with  an  enlargement  of  business,  as  well  as  of  loss  in 
its  transaction.  The  presumption  of  innocence  cannot  be 
overcome  by  showing  facts  consistent  with  guilt,  but  by  those 
which  are  inconsistent  with  and  negative  the  former.  It  is 
claimed,  however,  that  A.  T.  Stewart  &  Co.  held,  at  the 
time  of  writing  the  letter,  a  mortgage  upon  the  real  estate 
and  machinery  of  the  woolen  company  bearing  date  Jan- 
uary 1, 1868,  and  then  duly  recorded  in  the  clerk's  office  of 
the  county  of  Oneida,  to  secure  the  sum  of  $200,000,  given 
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to  secure  present  and  future  indebtedness,  and  also  a  chattel 
mortgage  dated  February  1,  1868,  for  the  sum  of  $300,000, 
upon  the  personal  property,  given  for  a  similar  purpose,  and 
filed  in  such  clerk's  office,  of  which  the  defendant  failed  to 
speak,  and  all  information  in  regard  to  which  was  fraudulently 
suppressed.  g 

The  point  made  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  overlooks  the 
force  of  the  letter  written  in  their  behalf.  In  that,  it  is 
stated,  "Now,  we  understand  you  are  selling  their  goods, 
afid  ham  a  Uen^  dkc,  upon  their  miUs,^'*  Would  not  the  party 
to  whom  such  a  communication  was  addressed  naturally  sup- 
pose that  the  lien  was  known,  and  that  the  object  of  the  writer 
was  to  ascertain  whether  A.  T.  Stewart  &  Co.  would  buy  the 
company's  paper,  and  if  not,  what  were  their  views  as  to  the 
ability  of  the  company  to  pay  ?  It  seems  to  us  that  the  letter 
can  only  have  this  reasonable  construction,  and  when  what 
was  actually  said  was,  for  aught  that  appears,  literally  true, 
and  the  plaintiff  were  fairly  referred  to  the  company  itself  in 
these  words :  "  They  have  nothing  to  conceal  in  regard  to 
their  position,  and  we  do  not  doubt  will  iSairly  answer  all  your 
inquiries,"  that  no  jury  would  be  warranted  in  finding  that 
the  defendant,  with  intent  to  deceive,  suppressed  information 
as  to  the  liens.  From  the  language  of  the  two  instruments  it 
is  apparent  that  the  real  estate  and  the  chattel  mortgage,  cov- 
ered the  same  demands.  They  were  both  given  to  secure 
present  and  future  debts,  such  as  any  one  might  naturally 
imagine,  from  the  nature  of  the  business,  that  the  manufac- 
turer would  owe  to  the  commission  merchant  to  whom  the 
manufactured  goods  were  consigned  for  sale,  and  information, 
therefore,  of  one  which  is  confessed  applies  to  the  other. 

In  determining  the  question  whether  the  defendant  has 
been  guilty,  or  not,  of  a  fraudulent  concealment  of  the  alleged 
chattel  mortgage,  the  peculiar  form  of  the  expression  in  plain- 
tiffs' letter  must  not  be  overlooked.  They  declare  that  they 
understand  not  only  that  Stewart  has  "  a  lien  "  on  the  "  mills," 
but  a  something  else,  which  they  designate  by  "&c."    It 
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evidently  conveys  the  idea  that  plaintiffs  knew  A.'T.  Stewart 
had  something  affecting  the  mills  besides  that  which  they 
called  "  a  Uen.^^  If  the  lien  was  understood  to  refer  to  the 
*  real  estate  mortgage  the  ^^  &c.,"  which  also  affected  the  same 
property,  meant  something  else  in  addition.  What  would  the 
business  man,  and  not  the  lawer,  to  whom  the  letter  was 
written,  naturally  suppose  the  writer  meant  ?  Would  it  not 
be,  as  the  real  mortgage  was  referred  to  and  covered  by  the 
word  "  lien,"  that  the  "  &c. "  referred  to  the  chattel  mortgage, 
as  nothing  else  affected  that  property  ?  We  are  not  to  con- 
strue this  letter  in  the  light  of  the  evidence  given  upon  this 
trial,  showing  that  plaintiffs  were  ignorant  of  the  chattel  mort- 
gage, but  by  the  light  which  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
addressed  had.  Would  he  understand  from  the  form  of  expres- 
sion any  more  than  this :  "  You  have  a  real  estate  mortgage, 
and  something  else  affecting  the  mills  ? "  Were  the  expres- 
sion in  that  form,  we  would  have  no  trouble.  Is  it  different  ? 
It  was  a  "  lien  "  and  a  something  more.  What  inference  could 
the  party  writing  the  answer  have  drawn  other  than  indicated  ? 
If,  however,  no  force  is  to  be  given  to  the  expression  "  &c," 
would  not  the  receiver  of  the  letter  suppose  that  the  word 
"  mills  "  included  the  machinery  as  well  as  the  building,  and 
as  the  lien  on  both  was  created  by  the  two  mortgages,  that 
the  expression  included  the  two.  One  or  the  other  of  these 
impressions,  would,  it  seems  to  us,  be  naturally  created  in  the 
mind  of  the  business  man  receiving  the  communication,  and 
hence  no  fraudulent  and  willful  concealment  can  legally  he 
found. 

Again,  the  plaintiffs  having  been  informed  as  to  the  lien, 
and  one  of  them  (Mr.  Babcock)  having  been  in  ITtica  on  the 
17th  of  November,  1868,  where  the  clerk's  office  of  Oneida 
county  is  located,  before  a  pound  of  wool  had  been  delivered, 
had  no  right  to  be  deceived  {Cowen  agt.  Simpaoriy  1  jE5?p., 
290;  Brown  agt.  Costdloy  11  Cusk,^  348,  seep.  350;  Moony 
agt.  Miller^  102  Masa,^  217,  see  p.  220;  Davis  agt  Sims  c6 
-ffa^,  7  Barh.^  64 ;  White  agt.  8ean)er,  25  id.^  235-242 ;  Clark 
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agt.  Hanhin^  46  id.y  579).  It  is  almost  incredible  to  suppose 
that  Mr.  Babcock  did  not,  on  the  17th  of  November,  1868, 
inquire  at  the  Oneida  county  clerk's  office  in  regard  to  the 
liens.  The  excuse  for  his  being  at  Utica  on  that  day  with  Mr. 
Hemingway,  the  broker,  who  made  the  sale  of  the  wool,  and 
that  he  made  no  inquiries,  is  not  very  reasonable.  Assuming, 
however,  that  he  did  not,  it  was  such  gross  carelessness  that 
it  cannot  be  excused.  The  plaintiffs  having  knowledge  of  one 
lien,  at  least,  held  by  the  firm  of  A.  T.  Stewart  &  Co.,  upon 
the  property  of  the  woolen  company,  and  having  made  no 
specific  inquiry  in  relation  thereto  in  their  letter,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  having  referred  to  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  throw 
the  answerer  of  the  letter  off  his  guard  in  relation  thereto, 
and  having  abundant  means  and  opportunity  to  inquire  and 
learn,  had  no  right  to  assume  that  because  nothing  was  said 
in  the  Libbey  letter  about  liens,  there  were  none.  To  allow 
a  recovery  under  such  circumstances,  for  a  supposed  willful 
suppression  of  truth,  would  be  manifestly  unjust. 

There  is  another  answer  to  the  alleged  suppression  of  the 
truth  by  Mr.  Libbey,  which  seems  conclusive.  The  Utica 
Steam  Woolen  Company,  by  its  articles  of  association,  filed 
February  27, 1846,  was  to  exist  only  twenty  years*.  No  steps 
had  been  taken  to  prolong  its  life.  It  ceased  to  live  February 
27,  1866.  From  that  time  its  then  directors  managed  its 
business,  and  they  were  empowered  by  statute  (1  Edmondi 
Statv^tea  (U  Lan^e^  557,  %ec.  9)  to  wind  up  its  affairs  and  dis- 
tribute its  assets.  Instead  of  closing  up  the  company  they 
continued  its  business,  and  transacted  its  concerns  as  though 
still  in  life.  The  business,  after  the  corporation  had  ceased 
to  exist,  was  conducted  by  Peter  Clogher,  as  agent,  as  he  had 
done  previously.  Clogher  was  clearly  not  the  agent  of  the 
dead  company,  and  his  occupation  of  the  mills  and  assump- 
tion of  the  title  of  agent  must  have  been  known  to  them. 
The  trustees  upon  such  a  point  cannot  plead  ignorance,  llie 
property  was  in  their  hands  by  operation  of  law,  and  they  are 
chargeable  with  complete  knowledge  as  to  its  use  and  of  their 
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status  in  regard  to  it.  As  Clogher,  with  their  knowledge, 
held  himself  out  to  the  world  as  their  agent,  it  follows  that, 
for  debts  thus  contracted,  they  were  clearly,  as  it  seems  to  us, 
individually  responsible  {FvMer  agt.  Rowe,  57  N.  T.y  23). 
When  the  mortgages  were  made  to  A.  T.  Stewart  &  Co. 
there  was  no  corporate  existence,  and  no  valid  liens  were 
thereby  created.  From  the  fact  that  both  plaintiff  and 
defendant  dealt  with  the  woolen  company  as  though  its  cor* 
porate  existence  had  not  ended,  it  is  assumed  that  all  were 
ignorant  of  its  dissolution.  What/iw^,  then,  did  the  defend- 
ant suppress  in  the  letter  t  If  he  had  said  his  firm  held  liens 
upon  the  property  it  would  not  have  been  true,  for  it  had 
none,  though  it  apparently  had  two.  The  alleged  mortgages 
were  not  what  they  seemed  to  be,  and,  if  there  was  any  sup- 
pression, it  was  not  of  the  truth  but  only  of  what  seemed  so 
to  be,  whilst  it  was  otherwise  in  fact.  It  is  not  seen  how 
such  an  alleged  suppression  can  give  a  cause  of  action, 
because  no  existing  fact  is  withheld.  On  the  contrary,  the 
statement  of  an  existing  lien  by  mortgage  would  not  only 
have  been  untrue,  but  would  have  worked  an  injury  to  all 
parties  interested.  Had  the  whole  truth  been  disclosed,  the 
plaintiff  would  have  been  told  that  the  corporation  had  ceased 
to  live  ;  that  the  apparent  liens  held  by  A.  T.  Stewart  &  Co. 
were  not  so  in  fact,  as  the  corporation  had,  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  instruments  which  it  was  supposed  created 
them,  no  legal  existence,  and  that  several  individuals,  abund- 
antly responsible,  would  be  the  real  buyers  of  the  property 
sold.  That  such  information  was  not  communicated  was 
doubtless  owing  to  want  of  accurate  knowledge.  That,  how- 
ever, and  only  that,  would  have  been  true,  and  hence  it  is 
not  seen  how  this  action,  which  rests  upon  an  alleged  sup- 
pression of  the  truth  as  to  the  existence  of  supposed  liens  by 
mortgage,  can  be  maintained,  when  no  valid  incumbrances 
in  fact  existed,  and  when,  consequently,  no  existing  actual  fact 
was  suppressed.  The  plaintiffs,  however,  answer  that  a  paper 
purporting  to  create  a  lien  was  on  file,  and  that  fact  was  not 
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diBcloeed.  This  is  true ;  and  yet,  if  the  filing  of  the  supposed 
mortgage  had  alone  been  stated,  it  would  have  created  a  false 
impression,  for,  without  any  explanation,  it  would,  contrary 
to  the  fact,  have  been  assumedfto  be  a  valid  lien.  The  posi- 
tion of  the  plaintiff,  then,  is  this :  The  defendant,  to  escape 
the  consequences  of  an  alleged  suppression  of  the  truth,  should 
have  stated  an  untruth.  He  should  have  declared  his  firm  had 
a  Uen  by  chattel  mortgage,  when  it  had  none  in  fact.  In  short, 
when  a  fraudulent  representation  or  concealment  of  an  exist- 
ing fact  is  required  to  recover,  the  plaintiffs  propose  to  make 
an  unstated  untruth  ansVer  a  similar  purpose,  and  they  thus 
in  effect  argue  that  an  intention  to  conceal  the  truth  is 
equivalent  to  an  actual  concealment.  Such  reasoning  can- 
not be  sound,  for  by  it  the  vendor  of  property,  who 
believed  that  it  had  a  secret  defect,  when  it  had  not,  the 
supposed  existence  of  w.nch  he  carefully  and  with  intent  to 
defraud  concealed,  would  be  responsible  in  damages,  though 
no  such  defect,  as  he  believed,  in  fact  existed.  I  am  aware 
that  this  argument  rests  upon  the  position  that  the  chattel 
mortgage  is  a  nullity,  and  that  this  proposition  is  disputed. 
Our  reasons  for  supposing  so  are  these :  First.  It  could  not 
affect  or  bind  the  property  described  in  it,  formerly  held  by 
the  defunct  corporation,  for  that  had  ceased  to  exist,  and  its 
trustees  had  no  power  to  mortgage  to  continue  business. 
Second.  It  could  not  affect  subsequently-acquired  property, 
because  the  authority  of  Peter  Clogher  to  give  it  is  not 
shown.  Third.  It  professes  to  be  given  for  a  corporation 
which  had  ceased  to  exist,  and  for  no  other  party  whatsoever. 
^Neither  has  the  fact  been  overlooked  that  in  1869,  by  subse- 
quent agreement  between  Stewart  &  Co.,  the  dead  company, 
its  shareholders,  trustees  and  creditors,  it  was  treated  as, 
and,  in  fact,  made  a  valid  instrument.  That  could  not  relate 
back  to  1868,  and  make  a  fact  as  so  existing  at  that  date, 
which  was  none  actually.  If  no  truth  was  suppressed  in 
1868,  which  was  not  then  a  truth,  it  cannot  be  made  so  by 
what  happened  in  1869.  Whether  such  after-occurring 
Vol.  Lni.  34 
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events  do  or  do  not  give  a  cause  of  action,  will  be  presently 
considered. 

Assuming  now,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  plain- 
tiflfe  have  been  deceived  by  tl^  defendant  as  to  the  condition 
of  the  woolen  company,  let  us  next  inquire  how  have  they 
been  damnified  thereby,  for  damages  must  also  accrue  there- 
from to  sustain  the  action  (58  Barl.y  136-138 ;  1  Espmasse^ 
290,  note  to  case;  Upton  agt.  Vail^  6  Johnson^  184;  Mwreh 
agt.  FalkeTf  40  N,  T,^  562,  see  note  at  end  of  case).  A 
reference  to  the  complaint  will  show  that  the  gra/oamen 
thereof  rests  upon  the  assumption  that  the  woolen  company, 
on  the  day  when  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  plaintiffs,  was 
insolvent,  and  that  it  was  fraudulently  and  deceitfully  and 
falsely  represented  to  be  otherwise.  The  sale,  it  claims,  was 
made  in  the  belief  of  its  solvency,  but  being  otherwise,  loss 
was  sustained.  To  sustain  the  action,  then,  a  willfuUy  false 
statement  must  have  been  made.  The  woolen  company,  as 
has  already  been  seen,  was  not  what  both  parties  supposed  it 
was.  It  was  not  a  corporation,  but  an  individual  organiza- 
tion operated  by  responsible  parties.  The  sale  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, though,  to  the  Utica  Steam  "Woolen  Company,  in  fact, 
was  not  to  it  as  a  corporation,  but  to  it  as  a  partnership  of 
individuals,  who  were  abundantly  able  to  pay  its  debts.  Will 
it  be  seriously  contended  that  when  A  fraudulently  represents 
B  to  0  as  fit  to  be  trasted,  believing  at  the  time  6  to  be  a 
person  other  than  he  in  fact  is,  and  utterly  worthless,  in  which 
supposition  he  was  mistaken,  B  being  abundantly  responsible, 
and  not  the  individual  he  was  supposed  to  be,  that  A  is  liable  ? 
He  certainly  would  not  be,  because  the  representation  was 
true,  though  it  was  supposed  when  made  to  be  false.  If, 
however,  the  true  identity  and  circumstances  of  B  become 
known,  and  A  is  guilty  of  the  further  fraud  of  concealing 
the  identity,  and  induces  C  to  act  upon  such  mistake,  the 
remedy  must  be  on  the  latter  fraud,  and  not  upon  ^the 
original  representation,  which  was  true.  By  the  complaint, 
the  case  is  put  upon  no  such  ground.     All  parties,  in  Novem- 
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ber,  1868,  sappoeed  the  Utica  Steam  Woolen  Company  to  be 
a  corporate  life,  and  the  fact  it  was  not  is  not  alleged  to  have 
been  concealed.  The  frand  is  averred  to  be  that  the  com- 
pany was  represented,  by  means  of  positive  statement  and 
suppression,  to  have  been  solvent,  when  it  was  otherwise. 
The  truth  is,  that  ths  company  was  solvent,  and  hence,  if  it 
was  by  defendant  held  out  to  the  plaintiffs  as  responsible, 
such  holding  out  was  true,  though  the  defendant  fraudulently 
made  the  statement  If  the  seller  of  goods  iguorantly 
believes  that  the  goods  sold  are  not  what  he  represents  them 
to  be,  and  the  buyer  purchases  believing  them  to  be  what 
they  are  represented,  the  latter  could  sustain  no  action  upon 
the  ground  that  the  seller  meant  to  misrepresent,  but  did  not. 
And  so  in  this  case,  if  the  defendant  intended  to  deceive  the 
plaintiff  as  to  the  solvency  of  the  woolen  company,  sup- 
posing it  to  have  been  a  corporation,  which  it  was  not,  repre- 
senting it  as  solvent,  believing  otherwise ;  if  it  was  solvent  in 
fact,  by  reason  of  the  pecuniary  responsibility  of  those  who 
carried  it  on,  the  plaintiff  have  sustained  no  damage  by 
such  representation.  If  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  subse- 
quent conduct,  which  induced  the  plaintiffs  to  act  upon  the 
belief  that  they  had  parted  with  their  goods  to  a  corporation, 
when  it  had  not,  and  thus  lost  their  remedies,  such  subsequent 
conduct,  and  not  the  original  representation,  must  be  counted 
upon,  and  set  forth  in  the  pleadings  as  the  ground  of  recovery. 
There  was  no  misstatement  by  the  defendant  in  his  letter,  even 
though  it  be  capable  of  the  construction  claimed  by  the  plain- 
ti&,  and  though  the  defendant  intended  all  the  fraud  imputed 
to  him.  The  woolen  company  was  solvent,  and  the  sale  to  it 
was  caused  by  no  false  representation,  though  it  may  have 
been  supposed  by  the  utterer  thereof  so  to  be.  Conceding  to 
the  plaintiffs  that  the  proof  establishes  all  they  claim,  that  the 
letter  and  the  alleged  concealmefit  were  designed  to  represent 
the  perfect  solvency  of  the  woolen  company,  when  they  sup- 
posed it  to  be  otherwise,  the  fact  remains  that  the  representa- 
tion was  true  in  fiwjt.    No  rule  of  law,  with  which  I  am 
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acquainted,  will  justify  a  recovery  upon  a  true  representation, 
because  the  party  making  it  supposed  it  to  be  otherwise.  Such 
a  rule  would  certainly  not  sustain  an  action  to  recover  damages 
upon  goods  sold,  nor  for  trusting  a  party,  when  the  represen- 
tation was  literally  true. 

We  have  certainly  assumed  the  liability  of  the  trustees  for 
the  debts  contracted  after  the  corporation  had  expired.  Their 
duty  was  a  simple  one  created  by  statute.  It  was  to  wind  up, 
pay  debts  and  distribute  assets.  Instead  of  so  doing,  the  busi- 
ness of  manufacture  was  allowed  to  be  carried  on  in  the  prop- 
erty, and  the  former  agent  to  still  act  as  such.  They 
must  be  chargeable,  as  has  before  been  stated,  with  knowledge 
of  the  use  of  that  which  is  in  their  care,  and  of  their  status  in 
regard  to  it.  The  stockholder  has  no  such  duty,  and  without 
an  active  participation  could  not  be  made  liable  for  debts. 
But  he  who  holds  the  property  and  controls  it,  can  take  no 
such  ground,  knowing,  as  they  must  be  presumed  to  know, 
Mr.  Glogher's  position,  and  that  he  could  not  act  for  a  dead 
corporation,  and  that  he  must  therefore  have  acted  for  them, 
their  individual  liability  follows. 

There  is  still  another  thought  in  connection  with  the  absence 
of  damage,  resulting  from  the  alleged  fraud,  which  is  worthy 
of  consideration.  It  has  thus  far  been  argued  upon  the  ground 
taken  by  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  reconmiendation  was  of  the 
woolen  company,  and  the  sale  to  it,  without  regard  to  the  fact 
of  its  being  or  not  being  a  corporation,  and  we  have  endeav- 
ored to  show  that  no  action  would  lie,  because  the  company, 
viewed  as  a  partnership,  was  solvent.  Is  not  this  view,  how- 
ever, more  favorable  to  the  plaintiflfe  than  they  are  entitled  to? 
It  is  conceded  that  the  plaintiffs  wrote  their  letter  supposing 
that  the  woolen  company  was  a  corporation,  and  that  the 
defendant  wrote  of  it,  supposing  it  to  have  that  status.  Assum- 
ing these  facts,  which  are  conceded,  does  it  not  follow  that  the 
recommendation  was  of  a  corporation,  and  as  no  sale  was  made 
to  it,  but  to  individuals,  the  trustees  as  individuals,  Clogher 
or  somebody,  that  such  recommendation  worked  no  injury  ? 
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K  the  recommendation  is  of  A,  and  the  sale  is  made  to  B,  no 
action  can  be  predicated  upon  it,  unless  the  party  recommend- 
ing induces  the  other  to  believe  B  is  A.  When  that  does  not 
occur,  it  is  not  seen  how  an  action  will  lie.  The  party  chooses 
his  own  purchaser ;  he  determines  for  himself  who  an(f  what 
he  is.  He  asks  about  some  one  who  he  thinks  is  going  to  buy, 
and  gets  a  recommendation  of  that  party,  and  then  if  whilst 
supposing  he  sells,  the  party  recommended,  he  in  fact  sells  to 
some  other  person  or  persons,  Vhat  has  the  recommendation 
to  do  with  the  loss  ?  Placing  the  parties  where  they  stood 
when  the  letters  were  written,  and  looking  into  their  minds 
when  they  used  the  expression,  "  The  Utica  Steam  Woolen 
Company,''  as  we  must  do,  when  judging  of  this  case,  is  it 
not  clear  that  the  inquiry  and  answer  were  concerning  a  sup- 
posedentity,  when  the  sale  was  not  in  fact  made  to  it ;  and 
no  such  sale  being  made  to  it,  is  it  not  also  clear  that  for  this 
reason  likewise  the  action  must  fail  ? 
The  motion  for  a  nonsuit  must  be  granted. 
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N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Hbnby  F.  Pultz  agt,  Gbobge  S.  Diossy. 

Appeal —  Judgment  by  dtfcmU, 

Where,  in  an  action  in  a  district  court,  the  defendant  appeared  and  joiaed 
issue,  the  cause  being  adjourned,  and  upon  the  adjourned  day  the  defend- 
ant failed  to  appear,  the  plaintiff  took  judgment  by  default: 

Held,  that  an  appeal  would  lie  to  the  general  term  of  the  common  pleas  to 
reverse  the  judgment  upon  error. 

In  such  a  case  the  plaintiff,  though  the  defendant  failed  to  appear  upon 
the  adjourned  day,  is  bound  to  establish  his  cause  of  actionby  evidence, 
and  if  he  has  not  done  so  the  Judgment  will  be  reversed. 

Nor  is  a  defendant,  in  such  a  case,  required  to  make  a  motion  in  the  court 
below  to  open  the  default,  as  such  an  application  is  made  to  the  favor  of 
the  court  and  is  one  in  which  conditions  may  be  imposed;  but  if  the 
judgment  was  rendered  without  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  it,  the 
defendant  has  the  right  to  have  it  reversed  by  an  appeal  to  the  tribunal 
that  has  the  authority  to  review  it 

S^pedal  Term^  Aprils  1877. 

Tffls  action  was  brought  in  the  first  district  court  of  the 
city  of  New  York. 

On  the  return  day,  when  the  defendant  answered  in  the 
court  below,  the  action  was  adjourned  by  common  consent. 
On  the  adjourned  day  the  defendant  was  in  court  with  his 
attorney  and  witnesses  ready  for  trial.  The  plaintiff  asked 
for  and  obtained  an  adjournment.  On  the  adjourned  day  the 
defendant  was  again  in  court  with  his  attorney  and  witnesses 
ready  for  trial.  The  plaintiff  again  applied  for  and  obtained 
an  adjournment.  On  the  next  adjourned  day  the  defendant 
was  sick  and  unable  to  attend  court ;  this  was  stated  to  plain- 
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tiff  and  the  court,  and  an  affidavit  made  and  an  adjournment 
applied  for  by  defendant's  attorney  on  that  ground,  which  was 
denied,  and  plaintiff  entered  a  judgment  by  default. 

Defendant  applied  to  the  court  below  to  have  the  default 
opened,  and  to  try  the  cause  there,  which  application  was 
resisted  by  plaintiff.  The  default  was  opened  by  the  court  on 
condition  that  defendant  pay  plaintiff  ten  dollars  costs. 

The  defendant  has  duly  appealed  to  the  general  term  of  this 
court,  from  the  judgment  entered  against  him  for  sixty-nine 
dollars,  in  the  first  district  court,  on  the  ground  that  no  evi- 
dence whatever  was  given  in  the  court  below  to  warrant  or 
support  the  judgment. 

The  plaintiff  now  moves  to  dismiss  such  appeal,  on  the 
ground  ^'that  no  appeal  lies  from  a  judgment  taken  by 
default,  and  also  that  the  defendant,  appellant,  obtained  all 
the  relief  under  the  order  opening  his  default  in  the  court 
below  that  he  could  be  entitled  to  on  the  appeal  if  successful. 

Daly,  C.  J. — A  judgment  by  default  from  which  no 
appeal  will  lie,  is  one  where  the  defendant  neglected  to 
appear  at  all,  a  judgment  under  such  circumstances  being 
regarded  as  equivalent  to  a  confession  of  judgment ;  and 
the  only  remedy  which  a  defendant  has  in  such  a  case  is  a 
motion  to  the  court  to  open  the  default,  which  is  a  motion  to 
the  favor  {Maltby  agt.  Oreen^  3  Abb.  Ct,  App.  Dec.y  147  / 
Adams  agt.  Odkea^  20  Johna.^  284,  285).  By  the  Oode,  an 
appeal  would  lie  to  this  court  from  a  judgment  where  the 
defendant  &iled  to  appear  before  the  justice,  if  he  excused 
his  default  and  showed  that  manifest  injastice  had  been  done, 
which  had  to  be  established  by  affidavits  served  with  the 
notice  of  appeal.  If  the  defendant,  however,  appeared,  and 
put  in  an  answer  upon  which  the  cause  was  adjourded  to 
a  future  day,  and  he  failed  to  appear  upon  that  day,  no 
appeal  would  lie  to  open  it  as  a  default,  it  not  being  a  case  in 
which  the  defendant,  in  the  language  of  the  Oode,  ^*  had 
Med  to  appear  "  (  Wilde  agt.  N.  T.  amd  Harlem  R,  R.  Co.y 
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1  HUt.^  302 ;  Dunker  agt.  Zatohmany  1  K  D.  Smith,  410 ; 
JSdwarda  agt  Doe,  2  id.,  56 ;  Story  agt.  Bishop,  4  w?.,  423). 

In  such  a  case,  however,  an  appeal  will  lie  to  reverse  the 
judgment  for  error,  and  it  will  be  reversed  if  it  appears  by 
the  return  that  it  was  not  warranted  by  the  evidence  {Hunt 
agt.  Westervdt,  4  K  D.  Smith,  225  ;  Story  agt.  Bishop,  id., 
423  ;  Teas  agt.  Christie,  2  id.,  638). 

It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  whether  the  power  given  by 
the  statute  {chap.  484,  p.  975)  has  abrogated  the  power  of 
this  court  to  open  judgments  upon  default  by  appeal  where 
the  de&ult  is  excused,  and  it  is  shown  that  manifest  injustice 
has  been  done,  as  this  is  not  the  kind  of  judgment  by  default 
in  which  the  defendant  failed  to  appear,  which  is  considered 
as  equivalent  to  a  confession  of  judgment ;  but  one  in  which 
he  did  appear  and  joined  issue,  and  upon  whidi  an  appeal 
would  lie  to  reverse  the  judgment  upon  error,  as  in  such  a 
case  the  plaintiff,  though  the  defendant  failed  to  appear  upon 
the  adjourned  day,  is  bound  to  establish  his  cause  of  action 
by  evidence,  and  if  he  has  not  done  so  the  judgment  will  be 
reversed.  There  is  no  ground,  therefore,  for  a  motion  at  the 
special  term  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  because  the  defendant 
failed  to  appear  on  the  adjourned  day  to  try  the  issue ;  nor  in 
such  a  case  is  a  defendant  required  to  make  a  motion  in  the 
court  below  to  open  the  default,  as  such  an  application  is 
made  to  the  favor  of  the  court,  and  therefore  one  in  which 
conditions  may  be  imposed ;  but  if  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered without  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  it,  the  defendant 
has  the  right  to  have  it  reversed  by  an  appeal  to  the  tribunal 
that  has  the  authority  to  review  it  {Howard  agt.  Brown,  2 
E.  D.  Smith,  247 ;  AOywttAs  agt.  MoOready,  id.,  39  ;  Eoerett 
agt.  Parks,  62  Barb.,  9,  15  ;  Northrwp  agt.  Jackson,  13 
Wefnd.,  86). 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  therefore,  must  be  denied. 
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N   Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
William  Painb  agt.  Chaiclbs  D.  J.  N^blkb  and  Robbbt 

NOBLKB. 

Oom/pkmt — Demurrer  —  Nortrn^UabU  note. 

One  who  indorses  his  name  6n  a  nan-negotiable  pramiseory  note,  before  its 
delivery  by  the  maker  to  the  payee,  is,  in  effect,  himself  a  maker  of  the 
note;  and  his  name,  equally  with  that  of  the  maket  who  subscribes  it, 
imports  an  absolute  liability  for  its  pajrment  at  maturity. 

Where  it  appears  from  the  complaint  that  one  of  the  two  defendants  made 
the  note  in  suit  in  favor,  but  not  to  the  order,  of  the  plaintiff,  the  payee 
therein  named,  that  the  other  defendant  indorsed  it,  and  that  it  was 
thereupon  delivered  to  the  plaintiff: 

Meld,  that  these  averments,  taken  together,  must  be  deemed  equivalent  to 
an  allegation  that  the  two  defendants  made  the  promissory  note,  and 
that  both  are  jointly  liable  as  makers  thereof. 

Although  not  negotiable,  the  instrument  is  a  promissory  note,  and,  as  such, 
imports  a  consideration,  though  none  is  expressed.  Want  of  considera- 
tion is  matter  of  defense. 

Special  Term^  Jv/ne^  1877. 

Dbmubbbb  to  complaint,  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

The  complaint  was  in  substance  as  follows : 

The  plaintiff  above  named  complains  of  the  defendants 
above  named,  by  0.  Edgar  Smith,  his  attorney,  and  respect- 
fully states  to  this  court : 

I.  That  on  the  first  day  of  June,  1874,  at  Bergen,  in  the 

state  of  Kew  Jersey,  the  defendant  Oharles  D.  J.  Noelke 

made  his  certain  promissory  note  in  writing,  dated  on  that 

day,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 

Vol.  Lm       86 
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$1,000,  with  interest,  payable  semi-annually,  one  year  from 
said  date. 

n.  That  the  defendant  B.  Noelke  indorsed  said  note  when 
said  Charles  D.  J.  Noelke  delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  said  note  at  maturity  was  duly  presented  for 
payment  to  the  said  Charles  D.  J.  Noelke,  but  was  not  paid, 
of  all  of  which  due  notice  was  given  to  the  defendant  R. 
Noelke.  * 

IV.  That  no  part  of  said  note  has  been  paid,  except  the 
sum  of  three  dollars,  paid  on  the  17th  day  of  June,  1876  ;  and 
the  sum  of  three  dollars,  paid  on  the  24th  day  of  June,  1876 ; 
and  the  sum  of  six  dollars,  paid  on  the  15th  day  of  July,  1876 ; 
and  the  sum  of  three  dollars,  paid  on  the  22d  day  of  July, 
1876,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  fifteen  dollars. 

Wherefore  plaintiff  demands  judgment,  &c. 

C,  E.  Smithy  attorney  for  plaintiff. 

Ja/mes  WUey^  attorney  for  defendant ;  H.  C.  Anderson^  of 
counsel. 

Sanford,  e/. —  One  who  indorses  his  name  on  a  non-nego- 
tiable promissory  note,  before  itff  delivery  by  the  maker  to 
the  payee,  is,  in  effect,  himself  a  maker  of  the  note  ;  and  his 
name,  equally  with  that  of  the  maker  who  subscribes  it, 
imports  an  absolute  liability  for  its  payment  at  maturity. 
He  is  presumed,  in  law,  to  have  thus  affixed  his  signature 
for  the  purpose  and  with  the  intent  of  charging  himself  with 
liability,  in  order  to  give  credit  to  the  instrument  in  the 
hands  of  the  payee,  or  of  any  subsequent  holder  deriving  title 
from  the  payee.  His  contract  is  not  that  of  an  indorser, 
because  the  note  is  not  payable  to  him,  and  is  not  negotiable 
by  his  indorsement.  A  different  obligation  is,  therefore,  to 
be  inferred  —  ^^ut  res  magi^  vaZeat  qucmi  pereat^  Such 
obligation  must,  of  necessity,  be  either  that  of  maker  or 
guarantor,  and  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be  that  the  con- 
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tract  should  be  construed  as  an  absolute  promise  to  pay  as  a 
maker  of  the  note  {Richards  agt.  Waring^  39  Barb.,,  42; 
affirmed^  1  Keyea^  576).  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  it  appears 
from  the  complaint  that  one  of  the  two  defendants  made  the 
note  in  suit  in  &yor,  but  not  to  the  order,  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
payee  therein  named ;  that  the  other  defendant  indorsed  it, 
and  that  it  was  thereupon  delivered  to  the  plaintiff ;  and, 
inasmuch  as  such  an  indorsement  before  delivery  imports  the 
liability  of  a  maker,  these  averments,  taken  together,  must  be 
deemed  equivalent  to  an  allegation  that  the  two  defendants 
made  the  promissory  note,  and  that  both  are  jointly  liable  as 
makers  thereof.  Although  not  negotiable,  the  instrument  is 
a  promissory  note,  and,  as  such,  imports  a  consideration, 
though  none  is  expressed.  Want  of  consideration  is  matter 
of  defense. 

The  non-negotiable  character  of  the  note  in  suit  dis- 
tinguishes this  case  from  Mwrphy  agt.  Merchcmta  (14  How, 
Pr.  Rep.,  189),  &aUh  agt  Smith  (37  N.  T.  Sup&r.  Ct,  203), 
CouUer  agt.  Richmond  (59  N.  Y.,  478)  and  from  Draper  agt. 
The  Chase  Mcmufa^otari/ng  Compcmy  (2  AVb.  [^N.  C],  79). 

The  demhrrer  must  be  overruled,  and  judgment  rendered 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  thereon,  but  with  liberty  to  the 
defendant  to  answer,  \ipon  payment  of  costs,  within  twenty 
days. 
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Gardner  A.  Sags,  jr.,  agt.  Jacob  E.  Lockman,  executor, 

&e.y  and  others. 

OanMrtion — diicretionary  ptnoer  to  tdl  real  estate --  Descent 

A  mere  diflcretionaiy  power  to  sell  real  estate  does  not  create  a  conversion. 
Upon  the  death  of  the  cestui  que  trusty  the  estate  descends  directly  to  the 
persons  entitled,  and  the  power  of  sale,  as  to  such  share,  ceases.   * 

Special  Terrrij  May,  1877. 

Van  Bbunt,  J.  —  It  seemB  to  me  very  dear  that  the 
power  of  sale  given  by  the  testator  to  his  executors  by  the 
seventeenth  clause  of  his  will,  was  merely  discretionary.  The 
devise  and  bequest  is  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  real  and 
personal  property  to  his  executors,  in  trust,  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  any  portion  or  portions  thereof,  at  public  or  private  sale,  at 
their  discretion,  &c.  If  there  was  nothing  but  this  clause  to 
indicate  the  intentions  of  the  testator,  the  intention  to  give  the 
executors  a  discretionary  power  of  sale  would  be  sufficiently 
apparent,  as  the  executors  are  to  sell  any  portion  or  portioDS 
of  the  estate  at  their  discretion. 

But,  as  if  to  remove  all  doubt  as  to  such  intention,  the 
testator,  by  the  seventh  subdivision  of  the  seventeenth  clause, 
provides  that  the  executors  shall  divide  all  the  rest,  residue 
and  remainder  of  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  into  equal 
shares,  &c.  Now,  if  the  testator  had  supposed  that  the  pre- 
vious authorization  to  sell  was  obligatory  upon  the  executors 
he  certainly  would  not  have  contemplated  a  violation  of  that 
direction  by  them  and  spoken  of  a  division  of  his  real  estate 
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as  above  mentioned.  Bat  this  language  wonld  be  entirely 
consistent  with  the  idea  that  the  executors  were  to  have  a  dis- 
cretionary power  to  sell.  It  is  well  settled  in  this  state  that 
a  mere  discretionary  power  to  sell  real  estate  does  not  create 
a  conversion  (  White  et  al.  agt.  Howard^  46  N^.  T.^  144). 

The  case  of  Bruner  agt.  Meigs,  decided  by  me  at  the  special 
term  and  affirmed  in  the  court  of  appeals  (64  JV.  Y.,  506), 
expressly  decides  that  upon  the  death  of  the  cestnm  qv£  trust 
the  estate  descended  directly  to  the  persons  entitled,  and  that 
the  power  of  sale,  as  to  such  share,  ceased. 

This  case  appears  to  be  decisive  of  the  only  remaining 
question  in  this  case,  and  to  establish  the  proposition  that 
upon  the  death  of  Frances  Sage,  her  interest  or  share  in  the 
testator's  estate  descended  directly  to  her  children,  released 
from  the  power  of  sale  c^ontained  in  the  will. 

The  demurrer  must  therefore  be  overruled,  with  leave  for 
the  defendants  to  answer  upon  usual  terms. 
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* 

Jonathan  K.  Gopen  agt.  Hbnbt  Cra.wfobd. 

Ifomya  had  and  received  —  Tori  —  Attorney  at  law  —  Oounter-claim. 

Where  a  party  brings  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  action,  he  waives  a  tortious  receiving  or  withholding  the 
money. 

The  character  of  the  action  is  determined  by  the  complaint,  and  not  by 
the  form  of  the  sunmions. 

An  allegation  that  the  defendant  **  received  the  money  as  an  attorney  at 
law/'  does  not  necessarily  make  his  refusal  to  pay  over  wrongful.  He 
may  still  have  a  valid  ground  for  holding  on  to  the  money.  To  have 
that  effect,  it  must  be  alleged  that  he  wrongfully  withholds  the  money. 

To  an  action  brought  against  an  attorney  at  law  for  moneys  received  by 
him  as  such,  he  may  set  up  by  way  of  counter-claim  a  demand  in  his 
favor  against  the  plaintiff  for  services  rendered. 

Special  Term^  January^  1875. 

Demubbbb  to  answer. 

V 

Van  Voest,  J,  —  The  complaint  in  this  action  is  not 
founded  upon  a  tort,  but  is  rather  for  the  recovery  of  money 
had  and  received  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintifiPs  use,  and 
which,  as  is  alleged,  he  has  refused  to  pay  over. 

If  the  plaintiff  had  a  cause  of  action  ^^jbx  ddictOy'*  he  has 
waived  it  for  the  purposes  of  this  action,  and,  if  he  succeeds, 
it  must  be  for  the  cause  of  action  set  up  in  the  complaint. 
The  receipt  of  the  moneys  by  the  defendant  was  lawful,  and 
his  failure  to  pay  it  over,  on  demand,  renders  him  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  for  moneys  had  and  received.  There  is  no  allegation 
of  wrong  or  misfeasance,  so  as  to  characterize  the  defendant's 
act  as  tortious. 
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It  does  not  change  the  character  of  the  complaint  in  this 
regard,  that  the  summons  is  under  the  second  subdivision  of 
section  129  of  the  Code,  and  contains  a  notice  for  relief. 

When  the  action  comes  to  be  tried,  it  must  be  on  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  by  which  the  plaintiff  must 
stand.  Nor  does  the  allegation  that  defendant  is  an  attorney 
at  law,  and  that  he  received  the  money  as  plaintiflPs  attorney, 
necessarily  make  his  refusal  to  pay  over  tortious.  The  com- 
plaint, to  have  that  effect,  should  contain  allegations  charging 
the  defendant's  acts  as  wrongful. 

His  refusal  to  pay  over  the  moneys  may  be  lawful.  He 
may  have  a  lien  thereon,  or  a  claim  against  the  plaintiff  in 
excess  of  the  moneys  in  his  hands.  The  action,  then,  being 
on  contract,  the  counter-claim,  setting  up  a  cause  of  action 
arising  on  contract,  existing  at  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  is  proper  to  be  pleaded  by  way  of  answer  {Code^  150). 

The  defendant's  answer  and  counter-claim  show  that  the 
cause  of  action  in  his  favor  existed  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action.  If  for  any  cause  it  is  indefinite  or 
uncertain,  the  remedy  is  not  by  demurrer,  but  by  motion. 

Having  set  up  his  retainer  by  the  plaintiff,  the  amount  he 
will  be  entitled  to  recover  T^ill  depend  upon  the  facts  proved. 
That  he  now  claims,  what  in  the  trial  he  may  prove,  a  wrong 
basis  of  compensation  is  no  ground  of  demurrer  in  itself.  If 
he  was  retained  he  will  be  entitled  to  recover  some  amount, 
whether  it  be  taxable  costs,  or  the  value  of  his  services,  or 
some  amount  agreed  upon,  unless  he  has  been  already  paid. 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  defendant  on  the  demur- 
rer, with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  reply,  on  payment  of  costs. 
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SITPEEME  COUKT. 
The  Pbople,  &c.,  ex  rd,  William  Mteb  agt.  Thb  Boahd 

OF   A8SB880B8  OF  THB  CtTT  OF  NbW   ToBK. 

Thb  Pboplb,  &c.,  ex  rd.  William  Mtbb  agt  Andrew  H. 
Gbebk,  Comptroller  of  the  City  of  New  Fork. 

Mcmdamui — (UseitmerU  of  damages  by  reason  of  change  of  grade  ef  a  gtreeL 

Mandamme  is  the  appropriate  remedy  to  compel  the  assessment  of  dam- 
ages done  by  reason  of  the  change  of  the  grade  of  a  Street. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  board  of  assessors  of  the  city  of  New  York  to 
estimate  such  damages  when  applied  to,  notwithstanding  the  expense 
of  the  work  of  conforming  to  the  neWi  grade  has  not  been  oertifled 
to  them. 

Where  a  statute  directs  payment  to  be  made  in  a  particular  manner,  as  by 
the  issue  of  assessment  bonds,  the  comptroller  may  be  compelled  by 
mandcmvs  to  act  as  directed  by  the  statute. 

Oeneral  Terrn^  First  Depaaiment^  October^  1875. 

Appeal  from  order  denying  motion  for  peremptory  writ 
of  mandamus. 

James  A.  Deering^  for  appellant 

William  Ba/mes  and  E.  Ddafidd  Smithy  counsel  to 
corporation,  opposed. 

Daniels,  J.  —  The  person  namea  as  relator  in  this  case, 
and  Frederick  S.  Heiser  in  the  same  form  in  another  case, 
upon  similar  facts,  applied,  upon  notice  senred  upon  the 
board  of  assessors,  for  writs  of  peremptory  mandamus  direct^ 
ing  the  board  to  n^nVc  and  file  an  award  of  the  damages 
sustained  by  them  respectively  from  a  change  made  by  rais- 
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ing  the  grade  of  Eighth  avenue  in  the  city  of  New  York. 
Their  right  to  damages  was  not  denied ;  but  the  board  seems 
to  have  declined  to  make  the  assessment,  because  the  list  had 
not  been  received  from  the  department  of  public  works. 
That  appears  to  have  been  shown,  in  the  case  of  Heiser,  by 
an  affidavit  of  one  of  the  assessors,  and  from  the  order  which 
was  made  in  the  case  of  Meyer,  the  same  fact  was  probably 
established  in  the  same  way,  although  the  affidavit  has  not 
been  prin'ted  in  the  case.  It  was  argued  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  such  was  the  &ct,  and  may,  therefore,  be  considered 
and  decided  upon  that  circumstance  practically  conceded. 

When  the  enactment  was  made  for  changing  the  grade  of 
Eighth  avenue,  it  contained  no  express  provision  for  compen- 
sating the  owners  of  property. who  might  be  injured  by  the 
work  {Vol.  2,  Zaw8  of  1870,  1861,  ch<ip.  593).  This 
omission  was  afterwards  supplied  by  another  act  (Zaws  of 
1872,  vol.  2, 1726,  chap.  729).  The  work  itself  was  provided 
for  by  chapter  580,  volume  2  of  the  Laws  of  1867,  which 
amended  and  re-enacted  a  law  of  the  preceding  year  upon 
the  same  subject ;  and  the  act  {c/uip.  593  of  the  LawB  of 
1870)  simply  made  a  further  change  in  the  grade  prescribed 
for  the  avenue,  and  required  the  duties  incidental  to  the 
performance  of  the  work  to  be  done  by  other  persons  than 
those  mentioned  in  the  law  of  1867.  All  the  laws  upon  the 
subject  were  designed  to  form  a  complete  system,  under 
which  the  change  in  the  grade  was  made  and  the  work  was 
to  be  done,  and  its  expenses,  including  damages,  assessed 
and  paid. 

It  was  made  the  duty  of  the  commissioner  of  public  works 
to  grade  and  regulate  the  avenue,  as  the  law  provided  it 
should  be  done,  and  make  contracts  for  the  performance  of 
the  work,  and  the  expense  of  that  was  to  be  certified  in  order 
that  the  assessment  of  it  could  properly  be  made  upon  the 
property  benefited  by  the  improvement  {La/ws  of  1867, 1558, 
1559).  The  assessment  itself  could  not  intelligently  be  made 
by  the  board  of  assessors  until  a  report  of  that  expense  was 
Vol.  Lm.  ZQ 
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received,  and  that  had  not  been  certified  to  the  assessors  at 
the  time  when  the  applicants  applied  to  their  board  for  the 
assessment  of  their  damages.  For  that  reason  their  applica- 
tions were  deemed  premature  by  the  board,  and  for  the  same 
reason  their  motions  for  writs  of  mcmdamus  were  denied. 

The  presence  of  the  certificate  or  of  any  assessment  list  was 
not  necessary ;  neither  was  either  required  before  the  award 
for  damages  could  be  made.  That  was  only  needed  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  board  of  assessors  to  assess  the 
expenses  and  the  damages  on  the  property  benefited  by  the 
improvement.  Before  the  damages  could  be  included  in  such 
an  assessment  the  act  of  1872  required  an  award  of  them  to 
be  made  and  filed. 

After  that  had  been  done,  and  when  the  assessment  came 
to  be  made  out,  it  was  required  to  include  the  amount  of  the 
awards  for  damages.  The  act  of  1872  not  only  authorized, 
but  it  in  terms  directed  the  board  of  assessors  to  make  and 
file  in  the  finance  department  of  the  city  a  just  and  equita- 
ble statement  of  the  amount  of  the  damage,  loss  or  injury 
which  the  owner  or  owners  of  buildings  fronting  on  the 
avenue  and  opposite  to  the  improvement  sustained  by  the 
change  of  grade  provided  for  by  Laws  of  1872,  1726,  chapter 
729.  The  direction  was  unqualified  and  not  in  any  setise 
rendered  dependent  on  any  certificate  or  assessment  list 
received  from  any  source  whatsoever.  The  right  was  unquaU- 
fied  and  absolute  :  for  the  statute  directed  the  assessors  to  do 
it,  and  the  award  was  required  to  be  made  and  filed  and 
included  in  the  expense  to  be  afterwards  assessed  by  the 
board.  No  complete  assessment  could  be  made  without  it, 
and  the  statute  could  only  be  complied  with  by  having  the 
award  made  first.  A  positive  right  was  given  and  duty 
created,  and  neither,  in  any  manner,  was  rendered  dependent 
on  any  other  officer  or  board  than  the  board  of  assessors, 
which  was  explicitly  recjuired  to  hear  the  cases  and  make  the 
awards.  The  statute  prescribed  np  time  in  which  this  should 
be  done ;  but  it  took  effect  immediately,  and  by  fair  construe- 
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tion  necessarily  contemplated  that  it  should  be  done  within 
a  reasonable  time  {Dcmghty  agt.  Uope^  3  Denioy  249 ;  People 
agt.  JUayoTj  dsc.^  5  Barh.y  43),  and  that  certainly  had  expired 
when  the  claims  were  presented  by  the  applicants,  and  before 
the  present  proceedings  were  instituted,  which  was  in  the 
summer  of  1876. 

The  objection  to  the  application,  that  the  assessment  can- 
not be  made,  or  the  amount  raised  to  pay  the  award,  before 
the  expense  has  been  certified  to  the  board  of  assessors, 
forms  no  legal  answer  to  it.  Making  the  awards  may  not 
accelerate  the  period  for  their  payment,  and  probably  will 
not ;  but  it  is  not  for  payment  that  the  parties  have  applied. 
It  is  for  the  bearing  and  investigation  of  their  claims  for 
damages,  and  the  making  and  filing  of  the  awards  they  may 
establish  their  right  to,  that  they  have  applied,  and  the  right 
to  have  that  done  has  been  provided  for  and  directed  in  plain 
terms  by  the  statute.  If  they  are  either  of  them  entitled  to 
damages,  when  the  assessments  are  made  out,  the  amount 
will  be  included  in  it^  and  that  cannot  be  done  without  an 
award.  The  hearing  and  disposition  of  the  claims  made  are 
precedent  acts,  and  require  nothing  but  the  claims  themselves 
to  enable  the  board  of  assessors  to  act  upon  and  dispose  of 
them.  The  right,  as  well  as  the  duty,  are  both  defined  by  the 
statute,  and  the  board  should  have  investigated  the  cases 
when  they  were  applied  to  for  that  purpose ;  no  other  remedy 
exists  for  the  a{5plicants  than  that  applied  for  by  them.  For 
that  reason,  the  case  is  a  proper  one  for  the  writ  of  mandamus, 
and  as  the  facts  and  the  law  are  clearly  in  their  favor,  the 
relief  applied  for  by  the  applicants  should  be  awarded  to 
them. 

It  was  insisted  that  section  3  of  chapter  52  of  the  Laws  of 
1852  was  adverse  to  this  conclusion;  but  nothing  of  that 
nature  is  contained  in  it.  On  the  contrary,  it  also  contem- 
plates the  making  of  awards  for  damages  before  the  expenses 
incurred  can  properly  be  assessed  upon  the  property  bene- 
fited ;  but  as  tiie  act  of  1872  was  enacted  for  the  government 
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of  claims  arising  out  of  the  particnlar  improvement  made  by 
changing  the  grade  of  Eighth  avenue,  and  was  in  no  way 
rendered  dependent  for  its  efficiency  or  force  npon  any  thing 
contained  in  the  act  of  1852,  it  cannot  be  necessary  to  look 
beyond  its  provisions  for  the  disposition  which  should  be 
made  of  these  cases. 

The  orders  made  should  be  reversed,  with  ten  dollars  costs, 
in  addition  to  disbursements  in  each  case,  and  the  writs 
directed  to  be  issued  requiring  the  board  of  assessors  to  hear 
and  determine  the  claims  made,  and  to  make  and  file  their 
awards  in  case  the  damage  claimed,  or  any  part  thereof,  appear 
to  have  been  occasioned  by  the  improvements. 

The  order  of  the  general  term  was  affirmed  in  court  of 
appeals,  February  19, 1876,  on  the  opinion  of  Daniels,  J. 

The  board  of  assessors,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  March, 
filed  with  the  comptroller  a  statement  wherein  the  sum  of 
$2,500  was  awarded  to  the  relator,  Myer.  The  comptroller 
refused  to  pay  upon  demand,  and  a  motion  was  then  made 
before  Donohoe,  J.,  for  a  peremptory  mcmdamus  to  compel 
payment.  The  motion  was  granted,  and  an  appeal  taken  to 
the  general  term. 

William  G.  Whitney^  counsel  to  the  corporation,  and  Hugh 
L,  CoUy  for  the  comptroller,  appellant. 

James  A.  Deering^  for  respondent. 

Oeneral  Term^  First  Department^  Marchy  1877. 

Davis,  P.  J. — The  affidavit  on  which  the  motion  was 
founded  states  that  the  board  of  assessors  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  under  and  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  1  of 
chapter  729  of  the  Laws  of  1872,  on  or  about  the  28th  day 
of  March,  1876,  made  and  filed  in  the  finance  department  a 
just  and  equitable  statement  of  the  amount  of  the  damage, 
loss  or  injury  to  the  owner  or  owners  of  the  building  or 
buildings  fronting  on  Eighth  avenue,  between  Fifty^nintii 
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street  and  One  Hundred  and  Twenty-second  street,  by  reason 
of  the  change  of  grade,  &c.,  of  said  avenae,  heretofore 
authorized  to  be  made  by  the  legislature,  or  by  any  officer 
or  board  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  proceeds  to  state  the 
amount  of  damages  assessed  to  the  relator. 

This  allegation  is  not  denied.  The  answer  asserts  simply 
that  the  alleged  award  or  assessment  for  the  relator's  damage 
has  not  been  confirmed  by  the  board  of  revision  and  correction 
or  by  any  other  lawful  authority. 

By  the  act  under  which  these  awards  are  made,  there  is  no 
provision  for  their  confirmation  by  any  board  or  body.  It 
simply  directs  the  assessors  to  ascertain  the  damage,  and  to 
file,  in  the  finance  department,  a  just  and  equitable  statement 
and  award  of  their  amount,  and  that  the  award  thus  made 
shall  be  included  in  the  expenses  of  regulating,  grading  and 
improving  the  said  avenue,  and  that  such  expenses  shall  be 
assessed  as  provided  by  law. 

Nothing  is  left  to  be  done  in  respect  to  such  awards,  except 
so  far  as  relates  to  their  indnsion  in  the  assessment  roll  for 
the  expenses  of  the  work. 

The  second  section  authorizes  and  directs  the  comptroller 
to  issue  bonds  to  pay  the  amount  of  such  loss  or  damage  so 
assessed  by  said  board  of  assessors,  together  with  the  amount 
that  might  be  necessary  to  pay  the  expenses  that  have  been, 
or  may  hereafter  be,  necessary  for  the  regulating,  grading 
and  improving  of  said  avenue. 

It  does  not  appear,  in  the  papers  in  this  case,  whether  or 
not  the  assessment  list  of  the  damages  and  expenses  of  the 
improvement  has  ever  been  made  or  confirmed. 

The  only  point  of  objection  put  forth  on  the  part  of  the 
respondent  is,  that  the  order  awarding  to  the  relator  damages 
has  not  been  confirmed  by  the, board  of  revision  and  cor- 
rection. As  nothing  of  that  kind  was  necessary  under  the  ' 
act  in  question,  no  reason  is  shown  why  the  award  should 
not  be  paid  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  act. 

The  order  granting  the  writ  should  be  affirmed. 


\ 
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SUPREME  COUET. 

Caleb  B.  Lb  Babon  agt.  Thb  Long   Islaio)  Bank  and 

Gbobgs  6.  Sambbon. 

An  exeeuU)T  eafMU]t  pUdge  properly  0^ 

ifndiffiduaUy, 

Where  a  person  advances  money  to  one  of  two  executors  and  receives  as 
security  therefor  scrip  of  bank  stock  belonging  to  the  estate,  he  having 
at  the  time  reason  to  know  and  believe  that  the  money  was  not  bor- 
rowed for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  but  for  the  private  use  of  such 
executor. 

Held,  that  the  lender  of  the  money  cannot  hold  the  stock  as  security  for 
the  advances,  nor  compel  a  transfer  to  him  of  the  stock  on  the  books  of 
the  bank. 

Special  Term^  Aprils  1876. 

Luoien  Bi/rdaeyey  for  plaintiff. 

8,  P.  Nashy  for  defendants. 

Van  Voest,  J.  —  The  executor  is  the  owner  of  the  personal 
property  of  the  testator.  The  absolute  title  rests  in  him  and 
he  possesses  the  "^*t^  dispanendV^  in  its  full  force.  The 
honest  purchaser  is  under  no  duty  to  see  that  the  moneys  are 
faithfully  applied  by  the  executor.  This  was  decided  in 
Zeitch  et  al.  agt.  WeUs  et  al.  (48  N.  T.,  586,  Hunt,  J.).  A 
person  dealing  in  good  faith  with  an  executor  would  have  a 
right  to  presume  that  in  selling  the  personal  property  of  the 
estate  he  was  doing  so  for  the  purposes  to  which  he  was 
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anthorized.  And  acting  in  good  faith,  without  notice  to  the 
contrary  and  for  a  good  and  sufficient  consideration,  would, 
without  doubt,  be  protected  in  his  action. 

But  if  he  knew,  or  had  sufficient  reason  to  believe,  that  the 
property  was  not  disposed  of  for  the  purposes  of  the  estate, 
to  raise  money  for  the  payment  of  debts  of  the  testator,  or 
for  the  discharge  of  legacies  or  other  legal  endsj  but,  on  the 
contrary,  that  the  executor  was  selling  or  pledging  the  prop- 
erty to  raise  funds  to  pay  his  own  individual  debts,  or  to  raise 
moneys  for  his  own  use,  he  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  hona  fide 
purchaser,  and  could  not,  as  against  the  parties  in  interest, 
hold  on  to  the  property. 

He  would,  in  such  case,  be  a  participator  in  the  wrong 
done  to  the  estate  and  those  interested  therein. 

Before  the  plaintiff  advanced  the  moneys  on  the  faith  of 
the  Long  Island  Bank  stock  he  had  examined  the  will  of  the 
testator,  by  the  terms  of  which  he  was  advised  that  the  two 
executors  held  the  stock  in  trust  for  the  widow  of  the  testator. 
The  stock  stood  in  the  name  of  the  testator  at  the  time  it  was 
transferred  to  the  plaintiff.  There  is  sufficient  in  the  evi- 
dence to  show  satisfactorily  that  plaintiff  was  advised  by 
Iforman  D.  Sampson,  the  executor  to  whom  he  paid  the 
money,  and  who  alone  signed  the  transfer  of  the  stock,  that 
he  was  in  want  of  money,  not  for  the  affairs  of  the  estate,  but 
to  meet  his  own  private  engagements. 

The  plaintiff  claims  to  have  purchased  the  stock,  but  there 
is  something  in  the  transaction  itself  which  should  have  satis- 
fied him  that  the  executor  was  not  acting  honestly  and  for 
the  estate  he  represented. 

The  stock  was  a  valuable  dividend-paying  security.  It  was 
worth  a  premium  of  about  twenty  per  cent.  It  was  turned 
over  to  the  plaintiff  at  par.  He  paid  and  advanced  $4,900 
and  received  stock  worth,  and  which  could  have  been  sold  in 
the  market  for,  a  sum  exceeding  $6,000. 

The  plaintiff,  a  dealer  in  stocks  and  securities,  well  knew 
how  readily  this  stock  could  have  been  openly  sold  in  the 
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market  for  a  sum  largely  in  advance  of  what  he  paid  and 
advanced. 

The  offer  of  the  executor  to  sell  the  stock,  and  plaintiff 
claims  it  was  a  sale,  for  the  sum  in  question  was,  in  itself, 
under  the  circumstances,  sufficient  to  put  the  plaintiff  upon 
inquiry,  and  was  a  notice  to  him  that  the  transaction  was 
not  a  legitimate  exercise  of  the  power  of  one  out  of  two 
executors. 

The  co-executor,  who  was  within  a  few  minutes'  walk  of  the 
plaintiff  ^s  office,  did  not  join  in  the  application  for  the  money, 
nor  did  he  sign  the  transfer,  yet  no  inquiry  was  made  of  him. 
He  was  kept  in  ignorance  of  the  whole  matter  until  after  his 
associate  executor,  who  had  conducted  the  negotiation  indi- 
viduaUy,  and  who  received  the  money  to  his  own  use,  had 
secretly  absconded.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  transac- 
tion was  not  a  sale  of  the  stock,  as  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff 
in  his  complaint,  but  was  a  pledge  thereof  to  secure  the  sum 
advanced. 

The  non-production  of  the  memorandum  in  writing,  signed 
by  the  executor  at  the  time  the  money  was  paid  and  the 
transfer  signed,  is  not  satisfactorily  accounted  for,  and  the 
plaintiff's  evidence  in  respect  thereto  is  inconsistent  and 
contradictory. 

Under  the  evidence  I  cannot  think  that  the  plaintiff  was 
acting  innocently  and  in  good  faith  in  dealing  with  and  in 
receiving  the  stock  in  question  from  Norman  D.  Sampson, 
one  of  the  executors,  to  the  injury  of  the  estate,  and  must 
conclude  that  he  cannot  hold  the  same,  as  security  for  the 
moneys  advanced  by  him,  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate, 
but  for  the  private  use  of  such  executor. 

I  think  it  would  be  unjust  to  adjudge  that  the  same  should 
be  transferred  to  plaintiff  on  the  books  of  the  bank. 

"the  plaintiff  knew  when  he  made  the  loan  that  the  stock 
was  trust  property,  and  had  good  reason  to  believe  that  Nor- 
man D.  Sampson  was  misappropriating  it. 

.The  plaintiff's  complaint  should  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

Enoch  Mann  agt.  Thb  Boabd  of  Education  of  Union  Free 
School  District  No.  2,  of  the  Town  of  Onondaga,  and 
Amasa  L.  Pratt,  collector  of  said  district,  and  others. 

Ir^unction  to  prevent  the  ooUection  of  a  tax. 

As  a  general  rule  the  supreme  court  will  not  restrain,  by  iigunction,  the 

assessment  and  collection  of  a  tax. 
The  rule,  however,  is  not  universal.    It  is  subject  to  three  exceptions,  in 

which  cases  the  injunction  will  be  granted: 
First.  Where  the  proceedings  will  necessarily  lead  to  a  multiplicity  of 

actions. 
Second.  Where  they  lead  to  the  commission  of  irreparable  injury  to  the 

freehold. 
TMrd.  Where  the  claim  of  the  adverse  party  is  valid  on  its  face,  or  the 

proceedings  sought  to  be  set  aside,  and  extrinsic  facts  are  necessary  to 

be  proved  in  order  to  establish  the  invalidity  or  illegality. 
Whenever  a  case  is  made  by  the  pleadings,  falling  within  these  exceptions, 

or  either  of  them,  equity  will  interpose. 
This  is  especially  the  rule,  where  no  legal  remedy  exists  by  which  the 

relief  sought  could  be  obtained. 
But  the  plaintiff,  in  such  a  case,  must  aver  that  he  flies  his  complaint  not 

only  on  his  own  behalf,  but  on  behalf  of  all  others  similarly  situated. 

Sach  an  averment  is  essential  to  a  complete  determination  of  all  the  rights 

affected  by  the  suit. 

At  Chamiers^  July,  1877. 

The  facts  fully  appear  in  the  complaint,  which  is  as  follows : 
The   plaintiff  in   the   above-entitled  action,   complaining 

against  the  defendants  therein,  alleges  the  following  facts 

constituting  his  cause  of  action  : 

1.   That  the  plaintiff  is  a  resident  and  tax-payer  of  said 
miion  free  school  district,  and  resides  within  the  corporate 
Vol.  LIII.  37 
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limits  of  the  village  of  Danfortb,  in  said  district,  and  is  oyer 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  this  complaint  is  made  on  his 
own  behalf  and  on  behalf  of  all  the  tax-payers  of  said  village. 

2.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  at  die 
present  time,  the  defendant  the  said  board  of  education  was 
duly  constituted,  according  to  law,  a  body  corporate,  as  the 
board  of  education  of  said  union  free  school  district,  and  was 
duly  organized  as  such ;  and  that  the  defendants  George  F. 
Hitchcock  and  James  H.  Hinman  were,  and  still  are,  respect- 
ively, the  president  and  clerk  of  said  board,  and  that  the 
defendants  Matthias  Britten,  Alsib  Ohilds,  Hugh  Scott  and 
Samuel  H.  Kelley  were,  and  still  are,  members  of  said  board, 
and  that  the  defendant  Amasa  L.  Pratt  was  duly  constituted, 
and  still  is,  the  collector  of  said  union  free  school  district 

8.  That  said  union  free  school  district  lies  south  of  and 
contiguous  to  the  city  of  Syracuse,  contains  about  two 
square  miles  of  land,  and  comprises  within  its  limits  the 
incorporated  village  of  Danforth,  which  lies  immediately 
adjacent  to  said  city  on  the  south,  and  also  the  remaining 
portion  of  said  district  south  of  said  village,  known  and  desig- 
nated as  Brighton ;  that  the  said  village  of  Danforth  con- 
tains 315  acres  of  land,  exclusive  of  the  surface  of  Onondaga 
creek,  on  the  west,  with  a  population  of  about  800,  and  the 
balance  of  the  territory  of  said  district,  called  Brighton,  con- 
tains in  the  neighborhood  of  1,000  acres;  that  the  school- 
house  in  said  union  free  school  district  is,  and  for  fifteen  years 
last  past  has  been,  located  at  Brighton  Clomers,  and  about 
eighty  rods  south  of  the  south  boundary  line  of  said  village. 

4.  That  prior  to  and  in  the  fall  and  winter  of  1876-7,  the 
said  school-house  had  become  too  small  for  the  wants  of  said 
union  free  school  district,  and  there  arose  and  was  a  piMic 
necessity  for  a  larger  school-house  and  a  new  site  therefor, 
located  at  some  point  where  the  whole  district  would  be  better 
accommodated  and  their  growing  wants  the  better  met ;  that 
by  reason  of  such  public  necessity,  and  in  pursuance  of  an 
order  from  the  school  commissioner  of   the  second  school 
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commissioner  district  of  Onondaga  county,  in  which  school 
commissioner  district  the  said  union  free  school  district  is 
situate,  the  defendants  the  said  board  of  education  issued  a 
call  for  a  special  school  meeting,  for  the  purpose  of  selecting 
a  new  site  for  a  school-house  in  said  union  free  school  district ; 
that  said  special  meeting  was  held  on  the  5th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1877,  and  such  action  was  taken  thereat  as  resulted  in 
choosing  for  a  new  site  an  acre  of  land  lying  just  outside  the 
limits  of  the  said  village  of  Danforth,  on  the  south-west  cor- 
ner of  Salina  and  Colvin  streets,  the  center  of  Oolvin  street, 
which  runs  westward  at  right  angles  to  Salina  street,  being 
the  south  boundary  line  of  said  village,  and  the  north  bound- 
ary line  of  the  Brighton  portion  of  said  union  free  school 
district ;  that,  pursuant  to  a  resolution  passed  at  said  special 
meeting,  the  defendant  the  said  board  of  education  not 
being  able  to  agree  with  the  owner  of  said  one  acre  of  land 
upon  the  price  or  value  thereof,  instituted  proceedings 
under  chapter  800  of  the  Laws  of  1866,  to  procure  an 
appraisement  of  the  same,  and  to  acquire  title  thereto  against 
the  consent  of  the  said  owner,  one  Charles  0.  Jacobs. 

That  such  proceedings  were  taken  under  said  statute  as 
resulted  in  an  appraisal  of  said  acre  at  $2,800 ;  and  an  assess- 
ment was  made  by  said  defendants  the  said  board  of  educa- 
tion upon  the  taxable  property  in  said  union  free  school 
district,  to  raise  the  said  sum  of  $2,800,  by  tax,  to  pay  for 
said  lot,  and  a  tax-warrant  was  issued  by  the  said  defendants 
the  said  board  of  education,  and  by  them  delivered  to  the 
defendant  Amasa  L.  Pratt,  collector  of  said  union  free  school 
district,  with  directions  to  collect  the  same,  and  who  has  been, 
,and  still  is,  engaged  in  the  collection  of  said  tax  for  said  pur- 
pose; that  the  amount  of  said  tax  assessed  upon  the  tax- 
payers of  the  said  village  of  Danforth  is  about  $2,000 ;  that  a 
part  of  said  tax  was  assessed  to  this  plaintiff,  and  is  still 
unpaid  by  him. 

5.  And  the  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  the  number  of  tax- 
payers in  the  said  village  of  Danforth,  as  appears  from  the 
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last  assessment  roll  of  said  district,  is  201,  and  the  nnmber  in 
the  Brighton  portion  of  said  district  is  107,  making  a  total  of 
308  in  the  entire  district ;  and  while  the  said  proceedings  to 
acqnire  title  to  the  said  one  acre  of  land  were  pending,  and 
on  the  26th  day  of  May,  1877,  a  petition,  signed  by  186  of 
the  201  tax-payers  of  the  said  village  of  Danforth,  and  by 
twenty-one  of  the  107  tax-payers  of  the  Brighton  portion  of 
said  union  free  school  district,  was  presented  to  James  W. 
Hooper,  school  commissioner  of  the  second  school  commis- 
sioner district  of  Onondaga  county  —  an  officer  who  is  there- 
unto authorized  and  empowered  by  law,  and  is  decided  by 
the  state  superintendent  of  public  instruction  —  asking  that 
said  union  free  school  district  No.  2,  of  the  town  of  Onon- 
daga, be  divided  so  as  to  make  the  incorporated  village  of 
Danforth  a  separate  school  district ;  that  said  school  commis- 
sioner thereupon  refused  to  act  on  said  petition ;  that  there- 
after, and  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  1877,  Truman  K.  Fnller, 
one  of  said  petitioners,  duly  appealed  from  the  refusal  to  act 
of  said  school  commissioner  to  the  superintendent  of  public 
instruction,  to  whom  an  appeal  lies  by  law  in  such  case,  and 
whose  decision  is  made  by  law  final  and  conclusive,  and  not 
subject  to  question  or  review  in  any  place  or  court  whatever ; 
that  subsequently,  and  upon  issue  joined  upon  said  appeal, 
the  said  appeal  was  sustained  and  the  prayer  of  said  petition 
granted  by  the  Hon.  Neil  Gilmour,  superintendent  of  public 
instruction,  and  a  decision  was  made  and  filed  therein  accord- 
ing to  law,  wherein  and  whereby  he  directed  the  said  school 
commissioner,  James  W.  Hooper,  to  make  the  proper  order 
and  take  the  necessary  steps  to  divide  sSstid  union  free  school 
district,  so  as  to  make  the  said  village  of  Danforth  a  separate 
school  district ;  which  said  order  was  duly  made  and  filed  by 
said  school  commissioner  on  the  5th  day  of  July,  1877,  to 
take  eflTect,  pursuant  to  law,  on  the  8th  day  of  October,  1877, 
at  the  end  of  the  present  school  year. 

6.  And  the  plaintiff  further  alleges,  that  the  division  of 
said  union  free  school  district,  made  as  aforesaid  by  the  state 
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superintendent  of  public  inetruction,  which  decision  is  made 
by  law  final  and  conclusive,  and  non-reviewable  in  any  place 
or  court  whatever,  removes  entirely  the  public  necessity  for 
a  new  school-house  site  in  said  union  free  scliool  ^  district,  or 
for  a  new  school-house  in  the  Brighton  portion  of  said  dis- 
trict, and  certainly  removes  all  necessity  or  propriety  of 
taking  the  said  acre  of  Mr.  Jacobs,  located  at  the  comer  of 
South  Salina  and  Golvin  streets,  on  the  extreme  northern 
boundary  of  said  Brighton  district,  as  now  eidsting  after 
said  division ;  that  the  present  school-house  at  Brighton  Cor- 
ners is  amply  sufficient  for  the  wants  of  the  Brighton  dis- 
trict, as  made  by  said  division,  and  is  centrally  located  for 
the  accommodation  of  said  district ;  that  the  said  village  of 
Danforth  has  no  school-house  within  its  limits,  and  will  have  to 
select  and  purchase  a  site  and  build  a  new  school  building  as 
soon  as  said  order  dividing  said  union  free  school  district  goes 
into  effect ;  that  said  new  site  on  the  Jacobs'  lot  aforesaid 
is  neither  needed  nor  wanted  by  either  district  for  the  pur- 
pose of  building  a  new  school-house  upon  it  —  which  was 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  to  be  taken  under  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  before  mentioned,  and  it  can  be  taken  for  no 
other  purpose ;  that  all  the  grounds  and  reasons  and  necessity 
for  taking  said  lot  for  public  use,  which  existed  prior  to  said 
divifiion,  were  totally  done  away  with  when  such  division  was 
made. 

7.  And  the  said  plaintiff  further  alleges  that,  notwithstand- 
ing the  said  division  of  the  said  union  free  school  district,  as 
hereinbefore  alleged,  and  notwithstanding  there  is  no  longer 
any  necessity  for  the  taking  of  said  lot  for  a  public  use — to 
wit,  for  a  new  school-house  site — yet,  nevertheless,  the  said 
defendants  the  said  board  of  education,  or  a  majority  of 
them  —  to  wit,  Matthias  Britton,  Aldis  Childs,  Hugh  Scott 
and  Samuel  H.  Kelley  —  refuse  to  abandon  their  said  pro- 
ceedings to  take  said  lot  and  collect  the  said  tax  therefor, 
which  they  have  a  legal  right,  and  which  it  is  their  plain 
duty  to  do,  under  the  changed  circumstances  of  the  case, 
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although  thereto  requested,  and  although  the  said  owner  is 
ready  and  offers  to  release  them  from  taking  the  same ;  but, 
on  the  contrary,  they  are  demanding  of  the  said  defendant 
Pratt,  the  said  collector,  that  he  enforce  the  collection  of 
said  tax  by  distress  and  sale,  if  necessary,  against  this  plain- 
tiff and  other  tax-payers  in  said  village,  before  said  order 
dividing  said  union  free  school  district  shall  take  effect, 
thereby  doing  great  injustice  to  this  plaintiff  and  others 
aforesaid ;  and  the  plaintiff  alleges  on  information  and  belief, 
and  charges  the  truth  to  be,  that  it  is  the  unlawfrQ  and 
wicked  design  of  said  defendants,  or  the  said  majority  of 
them  before  mentioned,  to  complete  the  collection  of  said 
tax,  and  pay  over  the  moneys  to  said  Jacobs  for  said  lot, 
before  the  eighth  day  of  October  next,  the  day  when  said 
division  order  goes  into  effect,  for  the  unjust  and  wicked  pur- 
pose of  robbing  this  plaintiff  and  other  citizens  and  tax- 
payers of  the  said  village  of  Danforth,  most  of  whom, 
including  plaintiff,  have  not  paid  said  tax  of  the  sum  of 
about  $2,000,  and  giving  it  to  the  said  Brighton  district  in 
the  shape  of  a  useless  school-house  site,  whereby  the  grossest 
injustice  will  be  done  to  this  plaintiff  and  the  other  tax- 
payers mentioned. 

8.  And  the  plaintiff  further  alleges,  and  charges  the  truth 
to  be,  that  the  said  defendants  the  said  board  of  education, 
or  the  said  majority  of  them,  are  acting  in  bad  faith  in 
enforcing  the  said  tax,  when  there  is  no  longer  any  necessity 
for  it,  by  reason  of  the  changed  circumstances  of  the  case, 
resulting  from  the  said  division  of  said  union  free  school  dis- 
trict aforesaid,  and  are  wrongfully  and  maliciously,  and 
against  equity,  seeking  to  impose  an  unjust  burden  upon  this 
plaintiff  and  other  tax-payers  of  said  village,  without  just 
cause  and  through  malice,  by  way  of  punishing  them  for 
desiring  a  school  within  their  own  village  limits,  which  they 
were  unable  to  secure  without  a  division  of  said  union  free 
school  district,  and  for  the  part  they  took  in  procuring  such 
division ;  that  the  Brighton  district,  as  constructed  by  said 
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division,  is  abnndantlj  able  to  maintain  its  own  school,  since 
it  has  become  possessed,  by  said  division,  of  a  school-house 
and  grounds  ample  for  all  its  wants  for  many  years  to  come, 
and  its  best  citizens  do  not  wish  to  be  made,  through  such 
injustice,  the  recipients  of  a  forced  charity  from  their  neigh- 
bors ;  that  the  defendants  aforesaid  unjustly  refuse  to  call  a 
meeting  of  the  citizens  and  tax-payers  of  said  union  free 
school  district,  to  consider  the  question  of  abandoning  the 
said  proceedings  and  tax,  although  they  know  that  such  is 
the  wish  of  at  least  three-fourths  of  all  the  tax-payers  in  the 
entire  district,  and  also  wrongfully  and  unjustly  refuse  to 
abandon  said  proceedings  and  tax,  at  the  request  of  the 
owner,  who  consents  thereto  and  requests  it,  since  the  neces- 
sity for  the  taking  of  his  private  property,  by  process  of  law, 
and  against  his  will,  for  a  public  use,  no  longer  exists ;  that 
this  plaintiff  and  the  said  tax-payers  of  said  village  of  Dan- 
forth  will  get  no  return  or  equivalent  for  the  moneys  they 
are  thus  unjustly  being  called  upon  to  pay  for  said  lot,  by 
said  defendants,  and  it  becomes,  by  the  injustice  thus  sought 
to  be  practiced  upon  them  by  said  defendants,  a  forced  con- 
tribution of  $2,000  to  the  Brighton  district,  which  is  unjust, 
inevitable  and  wicked,  and  ought  not  to  be  permitted. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  the  judgment  and  decree 
of  this  court,  that  the  defendants  be  perpetually  enjoined  and 
restrained  from  further  collection  of  said  tax,  levied  and 
assessed  by  said  defendants,  for  the  purchase  of  said  Jacobs' 
lot  for  a  new  school-house  site  in  union  free  school  dis- 
trict number  two,  in  the  town  of  Onondaga ;  that  the  said 
defendants  be  decreed,  by  the  mandatory  order  of  this  court, 
to  pay  back  that  portion  of  said  tax  which  has  been  collected 
to  the  persons  who  paid  the  same,  less  the  fees  for  collection  ; 
that  meanwhile,  and  during  the  pendency  of  this  action, 
a  temporary  injunction  be  granted  commanding  the  defend- 
ants, and  each  'and  every  of  them,  to  absolutely  desist  and 
refrain  from  further  collection,  or  attempting  to  collect,  any 
and  all  taxes  levied  or  assessessed  by  the  board  of  education 
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of  anion  free  school  district  number  two,  of  the  town  of 
Onondaga,  for  the  purchase  of  a  lot  for  a  new  school-house 
site  in  said  union  free  school  district  number  two^  of  the 
town  of  Onondaga,  and  from  collecting,  or  attempting  to  col- 
lect^ the  tax  mentioned  and  described  in  this  complaint, 
and  from  enforcing,  or  attemping  to  enforce,  the  same  in 
any  way  whatever,  and  for  such  other  judgment  order  or 
decree  in  the  premises  as  may  be  just  and  equitable,  besides 
costs. 

Fuller  dk  Va/nn^  attorneys  for  plaintiff. 

PraUj  Brown  dk  Oarfield^  attorneys  for  defendants. 

NoxoN,  J.  —  Upon  the  complaint  in  this  action,  and  the 
affidavit  of  T.  K.  Fuller,  annexed,  a  temporary  injunction  was 
granted  ex  parte  on  the  9th  July,  1877,  restraining  the  defend- 
ants from  collecting  any  and  all  taxes  levied  or  assessed  by  the 
board  of  education  of  union  free  school  district  No.  2,  of  the 
town  of  Onondaga,  for  the  purchase  of  a  lot  for  a  new  school- 
house  site  in  said  district.  On  the  twelfth  July,  on  the  appli- 
cation of  defendant,  and  on  the  complaint  in  the  action  and 
the  affidavit  of  Matthias  Brittain,  and  upon  the  proceedings 
taken  by  the  said  board  of  education  for  acquiring  title  to 
said  site  for  a  school-house,  and  the  proceedings  upon  appeal 
from  said  board  to  the  superintendent  of  public  instruction, 
this  decision,  upon  the  appeal  and  upon  the  letter  of  T.  K. 
Fuller  to  Jacobs,  of  May  9th,  1877,  and  all  other  proceedings 
had  for  obtaining  title  to  said  site,  filed  in  Onondaga  county 
clerk's  office,  an  order  was  granted  that  the  plaintiff  show 
cause  before  the  undersigned,  at  his  chambers,  on  July  four- 
teenth, at  nine  a.  m.,  why  the  injunction  order  granted  by  him 
in  this  action  should  not  be  dissolved.  The  motion  to  dis- 
solve the  injunction  order  was  adjourned  n-ntil  the  sixteenth 
day  of  July,  at  which  time  the  parties  appeared  by  counsel, 
and  the  motion  to  dissolve  said  injunction  was  heard.     The 
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principal  question  raised  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  and 
argned  upon  the  motion,  related  to  the  equity  power  of  the 
court  to  grant  an  injunction  preventing  the  assessment  or  col- 
lection of  a  tax.  The  claim  was  made  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  that  the  rule  was  settled  that  the  court  will  not 
enjoin  the  collection  of  a  tax  on  behalf  of  a  taxpayer,  and 
numerous  cases  are  cited  to  sustain  the  rule.  Among  others, 
59  Ifew  York,  21 ;  18  id.,  155 ;  23  id.,  318 ;  50  Bwrlxywr,  190. 
From  a  careful  examination  of  these  cases,  and  also  author- 
ities cited  by  plaintiff's  counsel,  I  am  satisfied  that,  as  a  general 
rule,  the  court  will  not  and  do  not  grant  the  order  to  prevent 
the  assessment  or  collection  of  a  tax.  But  it  is  quite  clear, 
from  the  cases,  that  the  rule  is  not  universal.  Tl\e  rule  is 
quite  general  that  equity  will  not  interfere  to  restrain  the 
collection  of  a  tax  which  is  claimed  to  be  iUegal  or  void  ;  in 
such  cases  the  party  is  almost  universally  left  to  his  remedy 
at  law.  But  even  in  such  a  case  it  was  held,  in  Wood  agt. 
Draper  (24  Ba/rh.,  187),  that  a  tax  contrary  to  law,  or  levied 
without  authority  of  law,  might  be  enjoined,  although  in  that 
case  the  relief  was  denied  because  the  plaintiff  had  not  averred 
in  his  complaint  that  it  was  filed  on  behalf  of  all  others  similarly 
situated,  and  that  such  averment  was  necessary  to  a  complete 
detennination  of  the  rights  of  the  parties.  In  the  case  of 
Haywwd  agt.  The  OUy  of  Buffalo  (14  N.  T.,  534),  cited  by 
defendant's  counsel,  the  general  rule  is  laid  down  as  claimed. 
But  in  this  case  the  court  held  that  the  general  rule  is  sub- 
jected to  three  exceptions,  in  which  cases  the  injunction  will 
be  granted:  First.  Where  the  proceedings  will  necessarily 
lead  to  a  multiplicity  of  actions.  Second.  Where  they  lead 
to  the  commission  of  irreparable  injury  to  the  freehold.  Third. 
Where  the  claim  of  the  adverse  party  is  valid  on  its  fiwje,  or 
the  proceedings  sought  to  be  set  aside,  and  the  extrinsic  facts 
are  necessary  to  be  proved  in  order  to  establish  the  invalidity 
or  illegality.  And  the  court  say,  whenever  a  case  is  made  by 
the  pleadings  falling  within  these  exceptions,  or  either  of 
them,  equity  will  interpose.  The  court  say,  in  that  case,  that 
Vol.  Lin  38 
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the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  make  out  a  case  falling  und^r  some 
acknowledged  head  of  equity  jurisdiction ;  and  Denio,  J., 
states  (j>.  545),  that  no  case  was  made  out  because  the  amount 
of  the  illegal  tax  was  not  stated.  In  a  note  to  Sigh  on  Injunc- 
tions {p.  195),  it  is  stated  that  the  three  exceptions,  in  14  Jf^ew 
Tbri,  534,  do  not  comprehend  all  the  exceptions.  The  same 
rule,  as  to  exceptions,  is  laid  down  in  57  Barbour^  383,  in  case 
of  Hanlon  agt.  Svperviaora  of  Westchester.  The  doctrine  was 
laid  down  in  40  New  YorJe^  191,  that  the  injunction  should  be 
granted  for  "  the  inadequacy  of  a  legal  remedy  to  secure  the 
party  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  rights."  In  Dorn  agt.  Fox  (61 
If.  y.,  264),  a  tax  collector  was  restrained  by  injunction.  In 
63  New  Yorhj  582  {CampbeiU  agt.  Leaman\  the  rule  is  laid 
down  (Eabl,  S.-iP.  582),  the  writ  can  rightfully  be  demanded 
to  prevent  irreparable  injury,  interminable  litigation  and  a 
multiplicity  of  suits. 

In  14  Wisconsin^  618  (garden  agt.  Supervisors  of  Fond  du 
Lac  County\  the  court  state,  on  page  620 :  ^^  The  primary  and 
controlling  principle  in  such  cases  is,  that  the  proceedings  to 
be  stayed  are  inequitable  and  unjust,  and  that  it  will  be 
against  conscience  to  allow  them  to  go  on." 

In  25  New  YorJe^  314,  judge  Denio  says :  "A  bill  to  restrain 
the  collection  of  a  tax  will  not  lie,  unless  the  case  is  brought 
within  some  acknowledged  head  of  equity  jurisprudence." 

The  authorities  cited  are  sufficient  to  lead  us  to  the  con- 
viction that  although,  as  a  general  rule,  the  collection  of  a 
tax  will  not  be  restrained,  the  rule  has  its  exceptions,  and  the 
question  presented  in  this  case  is :  Does  this  case  pass  within 
the  exception  ?  - 

The  action  is  brought  by  plaintiff  for  himself  and  in  behalf 
of  the  other  tax-payers  of  the  village  of  Danforth  to  be 
relieved  from  the  payment  of  a  tax  imposed  upon  them  to 
pay  for  the  site  of  a  school-house  taken  by  the  district  of 
which  Danforth  constituted  the  north  portion  and  Brighton 
the  south  portion  of  the  district.  That  the  site  selected  was 
just  south  of  Danforth  and  in  Brighton,  and  when  selected 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa  299 

Mann  agt  Board  of  Education. 

a  public  necessity  existed  for  the  same.  That  snch  proceed- 
ings were  regularly  taken,  and  the  board  of  education  had 
issued. a  warrant  for  the  collection  of  a  tax  of  $2,800,  $2,000 
of  which  was  assessed  on  tax-payers  of  Danforth.  That  since 
then  proceedings  were  taken  to  obtain  the  site.  The  district 
had  been  divided  so  that  Danforth  is  a  separate  district  and 
Brighton  constitutes  district  No.  2.  That  defendants  are  pro- 
ceeding with  the  tax,  and  when  collected  will  pay  the  pur- 
chase-price of  the  lot  and  obtain  title,  and  by  reason  thereof 
the  tax-payers  of  Danforth  will  lose  the  old  site  and  school- 
house  in  Brighton,  and  also  all  claim  in  the  new  site.  The 
plaintiff  claims  that  the  proceeding  to  collect  the  tax  against 
them  and  other  tax-payers  of  Danforth,  although  legal,  are 
inequitable  and  unjudt  and  against  good  conscience  and  should 
be  restrained. 

The  complaint  itself  need  not  be  contained  in  the  decision. 
The  plaintiff  prays  for  a  perpetual  injunction  and  for  a  tem- 
porary injunction  during  the  pendency  of  the  action.  It  is  not 
for  me  to  express  any  opinion  upon  the  result  of  the  case.  It 
is  sufficient  for  me  to  hold  that  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this 
case  comes  within  the  exceptional  class  of  cases.  I*  can  see 
no  legal  remedy  existing  by  which  the  plaintiffs  can  obtain 
relief.  The  defendants  are  regularly  proceeding  according 
to  law  to  enforce  the  tax.  The  only  question  is  whether  this 
case  is  brought  within  some  acknowledged  head  of  equity 
jurisdiction.  From  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  and 
the  authorities  referred  to,  I  believe  it  is,  although  I  find  no 
case  in  the  books,  fully  sustaining  the  conclusion  I  have 
reached.  If  I  am  wrong  in  the  view  I  have  taken  of  the  case, 
it  is  a  satisfaction  to  know  that  by  allowing  the  injunction  to 
stand,  no  injury  can  result  to  the  defendants.  If  plaintiff 
cannot  succeed,  the  taxes  are  only  tied  up  by  injunction  to  be 
rented  again  and  collected  at  the  termination  of  the  suit. 
The  motion  is  denied.  The  case  being  wholly  new,  no  costs 
allowed. 
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8UPREM»  COURT. 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  of  the  Attobnby-Gbnbbal 
agt.  The  Atlantic  Mutual  Lifb  Insubanob  Coicpany. 

Life  insurance  company  —  Receiver  —  Latos  of  1869,  chapter  902. 

Where  it  appears  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the  assets  and  fhnds 
of  a  life  insurance  company  are  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  further  con- 
tinuance of  the  business  of  insuring  lilres,  grunting  annuities  and  incur- 
ring new  obligations,  the  act  {Laws  of  1869,  chapter  902)  is  imperatkt  as 
to  the  duty  of  the  court  to  enjoin  the  company  from  the  further  prose- 
cution of  its  business,  and  to  appoint  a  receiver  of  all  the  assets  and 
credits  of  the  company. 

Ulster  Special  Term^  July^  1877. 

Application  by  the  attorney-general  for  a  receiver,  pur- 
suant to  chapter  902  of  Laws  of  1869. 

Roaenddle  <&  Suyeeny,  for  attorney-general. 

Smith  dk  Barnes^  for  oompany. 

George  L,  Steadmcm^  for  policyholders. 

Westbbook,  «/.  —  When  the  evidence  taken  upon  this 
examination  was  closed  at  Albany,  on  the  twenty-fourth  day 
of  May  last,  it  was  conceded  that  whilst  the  above-named 
company  was  solvent  as  to  its  creditors  and  policyholdefs,  the 
capital  was  so  fisu*  impaired  that  it  was  not  wise  or  prudent 
for  it  to  continue  business  unless  an  additional  sum  of  $50,000 
was  added  thereto. 
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To  enable  the  stockholders  to  pay  in  this  sam,  the  proceed- 
ing was  adjourned  to  the  last  Tuesday  of  June  last.  The 
following  is  a  part  of  the  conversation  which  then  occurred 
between  the  president  of  the  company  and  the  court,  as  evi- 
denced by  the  notes  of  the  stenographer,  and  which  took 
place  after  the  suggestion  by  the  court  that  the  above-named 
8nm  should  be  added  to  its  capital : 

The  CouBT — "Do  you  say,  Mr.  Pruyn,  that  you  have  no 
doabt  that  this  arrangement  will  be  completed  ? " 

Mr.  Pbuyn  — "  Not  the  least,  your  honor,  because  I  saw 
the  largest  number  of  stockholders,  and  they  are  prepared  to 
do  it,  and  will  do  it." 

The  proceeding  was  then  adjonrned  to  the  last  Tuesday  of 
June,  1877,  and  has  been  further  adjourned  to  this  day.  No 
part  of  the  capital  has  been  made  up,  and  the  court  is  satis- 
lied  that  the  stockholders  desire  not  to  continue  the  business, 
but  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the  corporation.  To  enable  them 
to  do  so,  the  court  is  asked  to  enjoin  the  issuing  of  new 
policies,  and  to  allow  the  officers  of  the  company  to  close  and 
settle  its  estate. 

It  is  due  to  such  officers  to  state  that  there  is  no  distrust 
felt  by  the  court  in  their  integrity,  and  that  the  application 
is  denied  principally  for  want  of  power.  Section  7  of  chapter 
902  of  the  Laws  of  1869  expressly  declares,  "  in  case  it  shall 
appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  court  that  the  assets  and 
funds  of  said  company  are  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  lurther 
continuance  of  the  business  of  insuring  lives,  granting  annui- 
ties and  incurring  new  obligations,  as  authorized  by  its 
charter,  then  the  said  court  shall  issue  an  order  enjoining  and 
restraining  said  company  from  the  further  prosecution  of  its 
business,  and  shall  also  appoint  a  receiver  of  all  the  assets  and 
credits  of  said  company." 

The  inability  of  the  company  safely  to  incur  "new  obliga- 
tions "  is  admitted  by  the  application,  and  such  concession 
makes  it  imperative  for  the  court  to  act. 

The  uncertain  condition  of  the  company  would  also  jeopar- 


802  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Attorney-Gteneral  agt.  Atlantic  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co. 

dize  the  interests  of  policyholders,  who  would  doubtlees 
aUow  policies  to  lapse,  and  then  the  shareholders  wonld  be 
benefited  at  the  expense  of  those  who  are  first  to  be  protected. 

The  court  entertains  no  doubt  of  the  good  faith  of  Mr. 
Pruyn  in  his  promise  and  assurance  that  the  capital  could  be 
promptly  made  up.  The  conversation  is  not  repeated  to 
reflect  upon  him,  but  solely  to  justify  the  court  in  its  present 
action,  which  is  reluctantly  taken,  after  affording  the  com- 
pany every  opportunity  to  avoid  such  a  result. 

The  attorney-general  will  prepare  the  necessary  order,  and 
suggestions  as  to  the  receiver  will  be  received  prior  to  Friday 
next 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

BbOWN  agt.  OUBBAN. 
iMndkfltd,  "and  tenarU — Pleading  —  Oounter-daim  to  action  for  rent. 

To  an  action  for  rent  the  defendant  set  up,  by  /Way  of  coxinter-claim, 
damages  arising  from  the  erection  of  buildings  on  an  adjoining  lot,  the 
intention  of  the  adjoining  owner  to  build  being,  as  alleged,  fraudulently 
concealed  at  the  time  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  was  created. 

Edd,  on  demurrer,  that  the  counter-claim  was  insufficient.  Buildmg  is 
not  necessarily  injurious  to  adjoining  occupant 

Special  Term^  October^  1875. 

Van  Y0B8T,  e/.-r-The  counter-claim  does  not  distinctly 
aver  that  the  plaintiff  knew,  at  the  time  the  lease  was  made, 
that  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  premises  intended  to  build. 
If  he  did  not  actually  know  such  fact,  it  can  with  no  pro- 
priety be  said  that  he  concealed  it. 

I  do  not  regard  the  general  statement  that  plaintiff  fraudu- 
lently concealed  the  intention  of  the  adjoining  owner  to  build 
as  a  distinct  and  clear  averment  that  he  had  the  knowledge 
of  such  intention.  It  may  imply  knowledge.  But  an  impli- 
cation or  inference  should  not  be  accepted  in  the  place  of 
fiwjts,  which  should  be  distinctly  averred. 

But  aside  from  this,  I  do  not  think  that  the  matters  set  up 
constitute  a  counter-claim  to  the  plaintiffs  demand  for  rent, 
whiqh  is  admitted  to  be  unpaid. 

Building  is  not  necessarily  a  nuisance  or  a  cause  of  damage 
to  an  adjoining  owner.  And  tenants  themselves  should  take 
notice  and  be  prepared  for  such  contingencies  of  constant 
occurrence,  and  make  their  arrangements  accordingly. 
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Bailding  may  be  attended  with  inconvenience  to  adjoining 
owners,  but  that  in  itself  gives  no  canse  of  damage  or  ground 
of  action.  Even  if  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  adjoining 
owner  intended  to  build,  he  had  good  reason  to  presume  that 
he  would  do  so  in  a  proper  manner,  and  not  in  a  way  to  canse 
a  nuisance. 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer. 


NEW  TORE  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  805 


StaUknecht  agt  Pennsylyania  Railroad  Company. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Ai!m  Stallkneoht,  as  administratrix,  agt.  The  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Company. 

Negligence  —  Gm/fkUrU — Demurrer, 

The  rule  seems  to  be  that  causes  of  action  for  damages,  such  as  are  given 
by  our  statutes  {La/we  of  1847  and  1849)  to  the  personal  representative 
of  a  deceased  person,  whose  death  was  caused  by  culpable  negligence, 
are  not  recognized  by  the  common  law,  and  that  statutes  of  any  par- 
ticular state  giving  such  rights  of  action  have  no  extra  territorial 
jurisdiction. 

But  causes  of  action  of  this  character,  arising  under  statute^  of  one  state, 
may  be  enforced  in  another  state,  provided  it  is  made  to  appear  that 
the  maintenance  of  such  causes  of  action  is  in  conformity  with  the 
policy  of  thd  state  in  which  the  action  is  brought,  and  are  recognized 
by  the  laws  of  that  state.  • 

Where  the  complaint  sets  forth  the  following  facts,  viz. :  That  defend- 
ant is  a  corporation  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  and  the  owner  of  the 
Pennsylvania  railroad,  &c. ;  that  plaintifiTs  intestate  was  in  the  employ- 
ment of  defendants,  as  brakeman  on  a  freight  train,  at  the  time  of  the 
accident  which  caused  his  death;  that  the  death  was  caused  by  negli- 
gence, &c.,  of  defendants,  and  without  any  fault  of  plaintiifs  intestate; 
that  the  collision  occurred  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey;  then  sets 
out  a  statute  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  and  alleges  that  it  was  part  of 
the  law  of  New  Jersey,  at  the  time  of  the  occurrence  of  the  grievances 
complained  of  by  plaintiff,  and  under  which  plaintiff  claims  the  right 
to  recover  in  this  action;  that  plaintiff  was. duly  appointed  administra- 
trix, &c.,  and  that  her  intestate  left  surviving  the  plaintiff,  his  widow, 
and  three  minor  children,  who  were  dependent  upon  him  for  support, 
and  sustained  pecuniary  ii^jury  by  his  death  to  plaintiff's  damage, 
naming  the  amount: 

EAd,  on  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  that  it  appears,  from  the  allegations  in 
the  complaint,  that  the  act  of  New  Jersey  is  in  entire  consonance  with 
the  i)olicy  of  the  state  of  New  York,  as  declared  by  its  acts  of  1847 
and  1849,  and  that  the  complaint  stated  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action. 

Special  Term^  May^  1877. 
Vol.  Lm  39 
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Thb  complaint  in  this  action  alleged  as  follows : 

First.  That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  of  the  state  of 
Pennsylvania,  and  owner  of  the  Pennsylvania  railroad,  with 
its  tracks,  cars,  locomotives  and  other  appurtenances. 

Second.  That  on  or  abput  the  6th  day  of  April,  1875,  one 
Charles  Stallknecht  was  in  defendant's  employment  as  brake- 
man  on  a  freight  train,  the  property  of  defendant,  which  was 
propelled  by  steam  on  the  defendant's  railroad. 

Third.  That  by  the  negligence  or  anskillf  al  conduct  of  the 
defendanti  its  servants  or  agents,  in  the  management  of  said 
train,  and  by  defendant's  default  in  not  keeping  its  track  in 
proper  condition  and  clear  of  obstacles,  and  without  fault  on 
the  part  of  the  said  Charles  Stallknecht,  ^^  the  said  train  of 
cars,  while  proceeding  from  Jersey  City  to  Millstone,  both  in 
the  county  of  Hudson  and  state  of  New  Jersey,  came  into 
coUisvon  with  another  train  of  cars  of  the  defendant's,  on  its  said 
railroad,  and  the  said  Charles  Stallknecht  was  thereby  killed." 

The  complaint  then  sets  out  a  statute  of  the  state  of  New 
Jersey,  passed  March  3, 1848,  which,  it  is  alleged,  was  part  of 
the  law  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey  at  the  time  of  the  occur- 
rence of  the  grievances  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
under  which  the  plaintiff  claims  the  right  to  recover  in  this 
action. 

The  said  statute  is  as  follows : 

"An  act  to  provide  for  the  recovery  of  damages  in  cases 
where  the  death  of  a  person  is  caused  by  wrongful  act,  neglect 
or  default. 

"  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  senate  and  general  assembly  of 
the  state  of  New  Jersey,  that  whenever  the  death  of  a  person 
shall  be  caused  by  wrongful  act,  neglect  or  default,  and  the 
act,  neglect  or  default  is  such  as  would,  if  death  had  not  ensued, 
have  entitled  the  party  injured  to  maintain  an  action  and 
recover  damages  in  respect  thereof,  then,  and  in  every  such 
case,  the  person  who,  or  the  corporation  which,  would  have 
been  liable  if  death  had  not  ensued,  shall  be  liable  to  an  action 
for  damages,  notwithstanding  the  death  of  the  person  injured, 
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-  -  —  • 

and  althoagh  the  death  shall  have  been  cansed  under  such 
drcomstances  as  amount  in  law  to  a  felony. 

^^2.  And  be  it  enacted,  that  every  such  action  shall  be 
brought  by  and  in  the  names  of  the  personal  representatives 
of  such  deceased  person ;  and  the  amount  recovered  in  every 
such  action  shall  be  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the  widow  and 
next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  person,  and  shall  be  distributed 
to  such  widow  and  next  of  kin  in  the  proportions  provided 
by  law  in  relation  to  the  distribution  of  personal  property  left 
by  persons  dying  intestate  ;  and  in  every  such  action  the  jury 
may  give  such  damages  as  they  shall  deem  fair  and  just,  with 
reference  to  the  pecuniary  injury  resulting  from  such  death 
to  the  wife  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  person ;  provided^ 
that  every  such  action  shall  be  commenced  within  twelve 
calendar  months  after  the  death  of  such  deceased  person. 

^^  3.  And  be  it  enacted,  that  on  the  request  by  the  defendant, 
or  the  defendant's  attorney,  the  plaintiff  on  the  record  shall  be 
required  to  deliver  to  the  defendant,  or  to  the  defendant's  attor- 
ney, a  particular  account  in  writing  of  the  nature  of  the  claim 
in  respect  to  which  damages  shall  be  sought  to  be  recovered. 

^^4.  And  be  it  enacted,  that  this  act  shall  take  effect 
immediately. 

"Approved  March  3, 1848." 

The  complaint  then  alleges  that  the  said  Charles  Stallknecht 
died  intestate,  and  on  the  23d  day  of  September,  1875,  letters 
of  administration  on  his  estate,  dated  on  that  day,  were  issued 
and  granted  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  surrogate  of  the  county 
of  New  York,  and  plaintiff  thereupon  qualified  and  ente/ed 
upon  the  duties  of  her  oflSce  as  administratrix. 

The  complaint  then  alleges  that  Charles  Stallknecht  left 
surviving  the  plaintiff^  his  widow,  and  three  minor  children, 
who  were  dependent  upon  him  for  support,  nurture  and  edu- 
cation, and  sustained  pecuniary  injury  by  his  death  to  plain- 
tiff's damage  in  the  sum  of  $30,000,  for  which  she  demands 
judgment,  with  costs. 
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Tlie  defendants  have  demurred  to  this  complaint  upon  the 
ground  that  the  same  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action. 

Messrs.  Robinson  dk  Sortbner^  for  the  demurrer. 

Mr.  WHMa/m  0.  Barttett^  in  opposition. 

Van  Beunt,  J. —  The  only  difficulty  which  I  have  in  the 
disposition  of  this  case  is  the  opinion  of  Mr.  justice  Shipmah 
in  a  case  of  exactly  parallel  character,  in  which  he  has  decided 
that  an  action  of  this  nature  cannot  be  maintained.  An 
examination  of  his  opinion  will  show  that  his  conclusion  was 
founded  upon  the  cases  of  Whitford  agt.  Panama  BaUroad 
Comjmiy  {23  N.  Y.y  465);  Bichard  agt.  New  York  Cm- 
tral  Bail/rood  Company  (98  Mass.,,  85) ;  and  Wooda/rd  agt 
Michigan  Southern  a/nd  Northern  Indiana  Ba4lroad  Com- 
pamy  (10  Ohio  State,  121).  The  question  in  the  case  of 
Whitford  agt.  Pam^ama  Bail/road  Company,  was  whether  an 
action  could  be  maintained  in  the  courts  of  this  state  for 
damages  resulting  from  a  death  caused  by  the  culpable  negli- 
gence of  the  defendants  while  operating  their  railroad  in  New 
Grenada.  The  plaintifiE  itt  that  case  sought  to  recover  solely 
by  virtue  of  the  "  acts  "  of  the  state  of  New  York,  passed  in 
1847  and  1849,  and  the  court  decided  that  those  acts  did  not 
apply  where  the  injury  was  not  committed  in  this  state,  but 
in  a  foreign  country.  No  cause  of  action,  such  as  was  given 
by  the  act  in  question,  was  known  to  the  common  law,  and 
neither  was  any  given  by  the  laws  of  New  Grenada.  The 
court,  in  that -case,  however,  says  that,  "whatever  liability 
the  defendants  incurred  by  the  laws  of  New  Grenada  might 
well  be  enforced  in  the  courts  of  this  state.  The  defendant 
is  a  domestic  corporation,  being  readily  compellable  to  answer 
h^^  But  the  rule  of  decision  would  still  be  the  law  of  New 
Grenada,  which  the  court  and  jury  must  be  made  acquainted 
with  by  the  proof  exhibited  before  them."  In  another  place 
the  court  clearly  say,  that  if  a  statute  similar  to  ours  had 
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existed  in  New  Grenada  the  action  conld  have  been  main- 
tained. 

It  is  true  that  these  snggeetions,  made  in  the  opinion  of  the 
learned  justice,  who  wrote  the  opinion  in  the  court  of  appeals, 
in  the  case  of  Whit/ard  agt.  Panama  Railroad  Company 
{stipra)y  were  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  «that  case,  yet 
I  think  they  throw  considerable  light  upon  the  theory  upon 
which  all  these  cases  are  decided. 

The  case  of  Sichardson  agt.  JiTew  York  Central  BaUroad 
Gamjpanyj  decides  that  an  administrator  appointed  in  Massachu- 
setts cannot  maintain  an  action  in  that  state  on  the  statute  of 
another  state  which  gives  to  the  personal  representative  of  a 
person  killed  by  the  wrongful  act,  Ac,  a  right  to  maintain  an 
action  for  damages  in  respect  thereof. 

An  examination  of  that  case  will  show  that  the  decision 
was  based  upon  the  ground  that  the  statute  of  New  York 
gives  a  new  and  peculiar  system  of  remedy  by  which  rights 
of  action  are  transferred  from  one  person  to  another  in  a 
mode  which  the  common  law  does  not  recognize  and  which 
is  not  in  conformity  with  laws  or  practice  of  Massachusetts. 

The  conrt  use  this  language :  "  The  only  construction  which 
the  statute  can  receive  is,  that  it  confers  certain  new  and 
peculiar  powers  upon  the  personal  representatives  in  New 
York.  The  administrator  in  Massachusetts  is  in  privity  with 
the  New  York  administrator  only  to  the  extent  which  our 
laws  recognized.  A  succession  in  the  right  of  action  not 
existing  by  the  common  law,  cannot  be  prescribed  by  the  laws 
of  one  state  to  the  tribunals  of  another.  It  is  upon  this 
principle  that  the  negotiability  of  contracts,  and  whether  an 
assignee  can  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name,  is  held  to 
be  determined  by  the  lex  forty  and  not  by  the  lex  loci  con- 
troche  *  a  matter  not  of  right  but  of  remedy." 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  reasoning  of  this  case  clearly  indi- 
cates that  if  the  law  of  Massachusetts  had  given  the  same 
succession  in  the  right  of  action  to  the  personal  representa- 
tives for  damages  resulting  from  the  death  of  a  person  killed 
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by  wrongful  act,  Ac,  as  was  given  by  the  state  of  New  York, 
a  different  decision  would  have  been  arrived  at,  because  the 
decision  which  was  rendered  was  based  upon  the  ground  that 
an  administrator  could  not  enforce  a  remedy  in  the  courts  of 
Massachusetts,  which  the  common  law  did  not  recognize,  and 
which  was  in  conflict  to  the  law  and  practice  of  that  state. 

The  case  in  Ohio  was  decided  upon  precisely  similar  grounds. 

It  appears  from  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  in  this 
action,  that  the  act  of  Kew  Jersey  is  in  entire  consonance 
with  the  policy  of  the  state  of  New  York,  as  declared  by  its 
acts  of  1847  and.  1849.  Such  being  the  case,  none  of  the 
reasoning  of  the  Massachusetts  and  Ohio  cases  can .  apply  to 
the  case  at  bar,  but,  upon  the  contrary,  they  expressly  sustain 
the  reasoning  of  judge  Denio,  in  the  case  above  mentioned. 

The  rule,  therefore,  to  be  deduced  from  the  cases  above 
cited,  seems  to  be  this,  that  causes  of  action  of  the  kind  set 
forth  in  the  complaint  in  this  action,  are  not  recognized  by 
the  common  law,  and  that  statutes  of  any  particular  state 
giving  such  rights  of  action,  have  no  extra  territorial  juris- 
diction ;  that  causes  of  action  of  this  character  arising  under 
statutes  of  one  state,  may  be  enforced  in  another  state,  pro- 
vided it  is  made  to  appear  that  the  maintenance  of  such 
causes  of  action  is  in  conformity  with  the  policy  of  the  state 
in  which  the  action  is  brought  and  are  recognized  by  the  laws 
of  that  state. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled, 
the  defendants  to  have  leave  to  answer  upon  payment  of  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT 
Fannie  E.  Musgbayb  agt.  John  H.  Sherwood. 

If^netian  —  Enlargement   and  alteration  of   Imilding  —  Party  toaU  — 

Tenement-Tumee. 

On  December  15, 1878,  the  defendant,  being  the  owner  of  four  first-class 
dwelling-houses  and  lots  on  Fifth  avenue,  immediately  north  of  Forty- 
fourth  street,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  conveyed,  by  warranty-deed,  to 
plaintiff,  the  third  dwelling  and  lot  north  of  Forty-fourth  street.  The 
lot  thus  conveyed  was  thirty  feet  in  width  on  Fifth  avenue  and  one 
hundred  feet  in  depth,  and  the  dwelling  thereon  was  thirty  feet  wide 
and  sixty  feet  deep.  The  southerly  line  of  the  plaintiff  was  the  center 
of  a'party  wall  between  the  buildings  of  plaintiff  and  defendant.  All 
four  of  the  dwellings  were  first-class  private  residences,  and  plaintiff 
was  assured  by  defendant  that  they  would  so  remain,  which  assurance 
was  one  of  the  inducements  which  influenced  the  purchase.  The  title 
under  which  the  defendant  holds  his  property  forbids  the  erection 
thereon  of  **a  tenement-house.''  In  1875  defendant  remodeled  the 
interior  of  his  two  dwelling  immediately  south  of  that  belonging  to 
plaintiff,  and  converted  them  into  an  establishment  known  as  a  French 
flat  or  an  apartment-house.  He  also  extended  his  building  in  the  rear 
to  the  depth  of  his  lot  and  erected  his  wall,  which  was  an  extension  of 
the  old  party  wall,  several  inches  upon  the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 
He  now  proposes  to  erect  two  additional  stories  upon  his  two  dwellings, 
in  which  erection,  by  adding  to  the  height  of  the  party  wall,  he  really 
occupies  and  builds  upon  the  land  of  plaintiff,  removing  the  chimneys 
of  her  dwelling  and  otherwise  interfering  with  her  property. 

Beidf  that  the  completion  of  the  buildings  as  dwellings,  the  erection  of  the 
party  wall  between  them  in  a  finished  statq,  and  the  positive  declarations 
of  defendant  made  to  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  all  show  that 
the  party  wall,  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  to  the  plain- 
tiff, was  to  be  the  completed  wall  between  the  two  buildings.  As  there 
is  nothing  from  which  any  agreement  or  right  to  add  to  the  party  wall 
can  be  inferred,  and  as  all  acts  and  promises  poiut  to  an  opposite  one, 
the  injunction  asked  for  must  be  granted 
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EM,  klso,  that  the  conTersion  and  change  by  defendant  of  his  two  houses 
into  French  flat  or  apartment-house  is  a  violation  of  his  covenant  not 
to  erect  a  Jtenement-house.  A  building  which  is  to  be  occupied  by 
tenants,  in  name  and  in  fact,  is  clearly  within  the  true  meaning  and 
definition  of  a  ienemenl-htmse. 

The  case  of  Brooks  agt.  CfufUs  (60  If,  F.,  689)  distinguished. 

At  Chambers  J  Juh/j  1877. 

Application  by  plaintiff  for  an  injunction  restraining  the 
defendant  in  the  enlargement  and  alteration  of  certain  baild- 
ings  in  the  city  of  New  York  which  adjoin  the  dwelling  of 
the  plaintiff. 

WiUiam  A.  Beachy  for  plaintiff. 

H.  B.  Turner  J  for  defendant. 

Wsstbbooe:)  J. —  This  application  involves  questions  of  so 
much  importance  as  to  cause  us  to  regret  that  owing  ta  the 
pressure  of  business  and  the  need  of  a  speedy  decision, 
no  elaborate  discussion  thereof  can  be  attempted.  A  very 
hasty  outline  of  the  reasons  which  compel  us  toi  grant  the 
temporary  relief  asked  by  the  plaintiff  can  only  be  given.^ 

Prior  to  December  15,  1873,  the  defendant  was  the  owner 
of  four  first-class  dwelling-houses  and  lots,  situate  on  the 
easterly  side  of  Fifth  avenue,  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
immediately  north  of  Forty-fourth  street.  On  that  day  he 
conveyed,  by  warranty  deed,  to  the  plaintiff  the  third  dwelling 
and  lot  north  of  Forty-fourth  street  aforesaid.  The  lot  thus 
conveyed  was  thirty  feet  in  width  on  Fifth  avenue  and  100 
feet  in  depth,  and  the  dwelling  thereon  was  thirty  feet  wide 
and  sixty  feet  deep.  The  southerly  line  of  the  plaintiff  was 
the  center  of  a  party  wall  between  the  buildings  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  At  the  time  of  the  sale  to  and 
purchase  by  the  plaintiff,  all  four  of  the  dwellings  were  first- 
class  private  residences,  and  the  plaintiff  was  assured  by  the 
defendant  that  they  would  so  remain  and  continue,  which 
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as^nrance  was  one  of  the  inducements  which  influenced  the 
purchase.  It  is  true  that  the  defendant  denies  that  any  such 
statements  were  made,  but  the  positive  evidence  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  her  husband  induce  us  to  believe  that  the  defendant, 
in  such  denial,  is  mistaken. 

In  the  year  1875,  the  defendant  remodeled  the  interior  of 
his  two  dwellings  immediately  south  of  that  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  converted  the  same  into  an  establishment  known 
as  a  French  flat  or  an  apartment-house.  To  this  alteration 
the  plaintiff  objected,  though  the  exterior  of  the  buildings 
was  not  changed.  He  also,  at  the  same  time,  extended  his 
building  in  the  rear  to  the  depth  of  his  lot,  and  erected  his 
wall,  which  was  an  extension  of  the  old  party  wall,  several 
inches  qpon  the  property  of  the  plaintiff.  He  now  proposes 
to  erect  two  additional  stories  upon  his  two  dwellings,  in 
which  erection,  by  adding  to  the  height  of  the  party  wall,  the 
defendant  really  occupies  and  builds  upon  the  land  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  in  so  doing  removes  the  chimneys  of  her  dwel- 
ling and  otherwise  interferes  with  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  these  acts  she  seeks  to  enjoin  and  prevent. 

As  the  defendant  is  about  to  use  and  occupy  a  part  of  the 
plaintiff's  premises  in  his  erection,  it  is  evident  that  such 
occupation  is  unlawful,  and  must  be  restrained,  unless  his 
rights  growing  out  of  the  party  wall  between  the  two  build- 
ings enable  him  so  to  do.  Brooks  agt.  Omi,i%  (50  N,  Y.^ 
639)  is  the  authority  relied  upon  by  defendant  to  justify  his 
contemplated  action.  A  careful  reading  of  that  case,  however, 
will  show  that  upon  the  circumstances  attending  the  construc- 
tion of  the  party  wall  the  court  based  its  decision,  holding 
that  it  had  not  been  permanently  established,  but  that,  on  the 
contrary,  it  had  been  erected  under  such  circunf&tances  as  to 
imply  the  right  of  further  and  other  additions  and  use. 
When  the  plaintiff  in  that  case  took  his  deed  the  store  upon 
his  lot  was  unfinished  and  the  lot  of  the  defendant  was  not 
built  upon.  From  these  facts  the  learned  judge  (Bapallo) 
might  well  say,  as  he  did  say  {page  642) :  '^  We  think  that 
Vol.  LHI  40 
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the  language  of  the  deed  and  the  acts  of  the  parties  show 
that  it  was  their  intention  that  the  wall  should  be  a  party 
wadl  for  the  common  use  of  both  lots ; "  and  hence  it  follows 
that,  as  the  use  was  undefined  and  unlimited  by  any  act  or 
declaration  of  either  party,  its  use  in  any  particular  way  was 
not  unlawful. 

Not  so,  however,  in  this  case.  The  completion  of  the 
buildings  as  dwellings,  the  erection  of  the  party  wall  between 
them  in  a  finished  state,  and  the  positive  declarations  of  the 
defendant  made  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  purchase, 
all  show  that  the  party  wall,  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the 
conveyance  to  the  plaintiff",  was  to  be  the  completed  wall 
between  the  two  dwellings.  As  there  is  nothing  from  which 
any  agreement  or  right  to  add  to  the  party  wall  can  be 
inferred,  and  as  all  acts  and  promises f  point  to  an  opposite 
one,  the  contemplated  use  of  plaintiff's  premises  by  defendant 
must  be  enjoined  for  this  reason. 

This  application  also  involves  another  question.  It  was 
conceded  on  the  argument  that  the  title  under  which  the 
defendant  holds  his  property  forbids  the  erection  thereon  of 
"  a  tenement-house,"  and  thus  the  point  is  presented  whether 
or  not  the  conversion  and  change  by  him  of  his  two  houses 
into  a  French  flat  or  apartment-house,  is  a  violation  of  this 
covenant.  The  point  is  not  free  from  difficulty,  but  reflection 
has  satisfied  me  that  the  proposed  erection  is  within  both  the 
spirit  and  the  letter  of  the  expression.  The  obvious  object 
of  such  a  provision  was  to  free  the  premises^rom  the  con- 
fusion and  disquiet  which  must  surround  any  building  which 
is  the  abode  of  several  distinct  families.  That  the  grantor 
intended  to  dedicate  and  preserve  the  property  to  and  for  the 
use  of  first-class  private  dwelling-houses  is  clear;  and 
while  it  is  conceded  that  the  annoyance  and  discomfort 
arising  from  the  occupation  of  defendant's  structures  for  the 
purposes  designed  would  be  somewhat  less  than  if  they  were 
to  be  the  abodes  of  the  poorer  elasses,^  it  is  still  manifest  that 
the  distinction  is  in  degree  and  not  in  kind.    The  bustle,  con- 
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fbsion  and  want  of  privacy  which  the  grantor  intended  to 
gnard  against,  wonld  necessarily  be  present,  and  to  that 
extent,  at  least,  his  intention  would  be  defeated. 

It  was  strennously  urged  by  the  defendant  that  the  expres- 
sion, ^^  tenement-house,"  must  be  confined  in  meaning  to  the 
abodes  of  poor  families  who,  as  tenants,  occupy  a  single 
building.  One  difficulty  attending  this  definition  is,  that 
there  is  no  fixed  standard  by  which  poverty  and  wealth  can 
be  measured.  How  many  dollars  must  an  individual  have 
to  be  entitled  to  be  called  rich,  and  how  few  must  he  possess 
to  be  regarded  as  poor  ?  Will  the  name  of  the  building 
change  as  its  occupants  change }  Manifestly,  it  seems  to  me, 
not.  Some  other  definition  than  one  which  shifts  and 
changes  with  the  families  occupying  it  must  be  sought  for. 
The  word  "  tenement,"  according  to  Bouvier  {Bowoier^s  La/vo 
Dictionary^  vol.  2,  p.  583),  in  its  larger  sense,  "  comprehends 
every  thing  which  may  be  holden,  provided  it  be  of  a  perma- 
nent nature."  According  to  the  same  author  it  also  signifies 
a  "  house  or  homestead,"  and  as  defined  by  Jacobs  in  his  law 
dictionary,  which  Bouvier  quotes,  "  rooms  let  in  a  house." 
The  compound  word  "tenement-house"  must,  therefore, 
signify  and  mean  a  house  with  distinct  tenements  or  homes, 
which  separate  and  different  families  or  persons  occupy  as 
tenants.  Not  merely  a  boarding-house  or  hotel,  for  in 
these  the  occupancy  is  not  one  of  tenancy,  but  that  of  guests 
or  boarders. 

It  was  conceded  upon  the  argument  that,  whilst  a  common 
table  and  laundry  is  to  be  provided  in  the  structure  of  the 
defendant,  for  the  accommodation'  of  its  occupants,  if  they 
wish  to  use  them,  yet  that  the  various  copartments  are  let  and 
rented  to  them,  they  paying  a  sum  in  money  as  the  rent 
thereof.  No  reason  occurs  to  me  why,  literally  and  truly, 
the  building  of  the  defendant,  which  is  to  be  occupied  by 
tenants,  in  name  and  in  fact,  is  not  clearly  within  the  true 
meaning  and  definition  of  a  '^  tenement-house."  The  injunc- 
tion asked  for  must  also  for  this  reason  be  granted. 
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The  court  is  not  insensible  to  the  damage  which  the  grant- 
ing of  this  provisional  remedy  will  do  to  the  defendant,  pro 
vided  it  be  held  in  the  end  that  the  injunction  should  have 
been  refused.  The  right  to  the  temporary  relief  depends 
upon  no  disputed  fact,  and,  in  my  judgment,  such  right  is  not 
doubtful.  The  Code  {section  219)  requires  its  issue  "  when 
it  shall  appear  by  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  the  relief  demanded,  and  such  relief,  or  any  part  thereof 
consists  in  restraining  the  commission  or  continuance  of  some 
act,  the  commission  or  continuance  of  which  during  the  liti- 
gation would  produce  injury  to  the  plaintiff."  Within  this 
provision  the  plaintiff,  it  seems  to  me,  has  fairly  shown  her- 
self to  be,  and  her  prayer  for  relief  must  be  granted* 

The  remedy  sought  is  the  more  readily  approved  because 
the  important  questions  which  this  case  involves  should  be 
settled  before  the  building  is  completed.  It  is  better  for  the 
defendant  to  stop  now,  if  he  is  in  the  wrong,  than  to  expend 
a  large  sum  of  money,  which  will  be  entirely  wasted  if  the 
building  must,  in  the  end,  be  restored  to  its  original  condition. 

The  plaintiff  must,  however,  give  such  security  as  will  be 
sufficient  reasonably  to  indemnify  the  defendant,  if  it  be 
determined  that  the  injunction  imyrovidently  issued.  The 
relief  asked  for  will  be  granted  upon  an  undertaking,  with 
sufficient  sureties,  in  the  sum  of  $15,000. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
SoAMONi  agt  RuoK  et  al. 

Mortgage —attignment  thereof  aul^}ect  to  the  e^iUe^  cf  the  mortgagor  "- Bona 

fidf$  purcheuer,  who  i$  not. 

An  agreement  was  made  between  R.  and  S.  that  S.  should  pay  a  mortgage 
made  by  C,  in  consideration  whereof  R.  agreed  to  cancel  a  mortgage  he 
held,  made  by  8. 

HM^  that  this  agreement  bound  the  assignee  of  the  8.  mortgage,  who 
took  the'same  from  R.  with  knowledge  thereof,  as  also  the  Broadway 
Bank,  who  afterwards  received  the  mortgage  from  such  assignee,  as 
eecwrity  for  a  debt,  and  that  S.,  having  paid  the  mortgage  of  C,  was 
entitled  to  a  satisfaction  of  his  own  mortgage  in  the  hands  of  the  bank. 

Ingrahem  agt  Dieborough  (47  K  F.,  421),  CutU  agt  OuHd  (57  td,  282) 
applied. 

Special  Temiy  Aprils  1876. 
J.  R.  Nelson^  for  plaintiff. 
W.  H.  Fidd,  for  defendant. 

Van  Vobst,  e/.  —  The  evidence  satisfactorily  establishes  an 
agreement  between  Ruck  and  Seamoni,  that  Scamoni  should 
pay  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  Corbett  mortgage,  and 
that  when  paid  by  him,  Ruck  should  cancel  and  surrender  the 
Scamoni  mortgage.  This  agreement  and  understanding  was 
communicated  to  Smith  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  to  him  of 
the  Scamoni  mortgage. 

Smith  took  the  assignment  of  this  mortgage,  subject  to  the 
agreement  between  Ruck  and  Scamoni.  The  evidence  shows 
that  he  fully  comprehended  that  upon  the  satisfaction  by  Sca- 
moni of  the  Corbett  mortgage,  he  would  be  entitled  to  a 
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return  or  satisfaction  of  his  mortgage.  Scamoni  having  paid 
the  Oorbett  mortgage,  is  entitled  to  a  satisfaction  of  his  own 
mortgage. 

The  defendant,  the  Broadway  Bank,  not  being  a  honafide 
purchaser  for  value,  can  assert  no  right  or  claim  to  the  Scamoni 
mortgage,  greater  than  that  which  its  assignee.  Smith,  pos- 
sessed. It  was  taken  by  the  bank,  subject  to  all  the  equities 
existing  l>etween  Ruck  and  Scamoni,  of  which  Smith  had 
notice.  The  bank,  in  fact,  parted  witl^  no  value  when  it  took 
the  mortgage.  It  was  received  simply  as  further  security  for 
Smith's  previous  indebtedness.  That  does  not  constitute  the 
bank  a  holder  for  value.  It  gave  up  nothing,  and  added 
nothing  to  the  claim  in  its  favor  against  Smith. 

It  did  undoubtedly  give  Smith  time  to  pay  his  debt,  and 
forbearance  for  a  definite  time  is  regarded  as  consideration  of 
value.  But  I  apprehend  that  such  forbearance  in  this  instance 
cannot  defeat  the  prior  equity  in  plaintiff's  favor  to  have 
this  mortgage  satisfied  upon  the  payment  of  the  C!orbett 
mortgage. 

The  claim  of  the  bank  against  Smith  had  already  been 
placed  in  the  hands  of  its  attorney  for  collection,  and  had 
proceeded  to  judgment  without  avail.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  case  which  shows  that  the  bank  lost  any  thing  by  such 
forbearance,  or  had  been  at  all  prejudiced.  The  collateral 
security  it  then  held  had  proved  valueless. 

In  order  to  defeat  the  equity  existing  in  plaintiflPs  favor, 
the  bank  must  have  parted  with  money  or  some  value  on  the 
strength  of  this  security.  The  giving  of  time  to  Smith  in  his 
then  condition  was  no  parting  with  value. 

But  conceding  that  the  bank  is  a  honafide  holder,  it  would 
seem,  upon  authority,  that  the  mortgage  was  taken  subject 
to  the  equities  existing  between  the  original  parties  (Jngra- 
ham  agt.  Dishorough^  47  N.  Z.,  421 ;  Cutte  agt.  Guilds  57 
id.y  232). 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintifl^,  directing  the 
satisfaction  of  this  mortgage. 
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Abbl  Wheatok  agt.  Jaoob  YooBms,  Jr.,  et  al. 

Mortgage  foredomire — Defenae  usury — Armoer — Evidence — Variance. 

The  acceptance  by  the  lender  from  the  broker  of  any  portion  of  his  com- 
missions does  not  constitute  usury. 

The  representations  of  the  agent  of  the  lender  do  not  bind  the  principal 
unless  authorized  by  him,  or  the  fruits  of  such  representations  are 
received  by  the  lender  with  knowledge  of  their  origin. 

The  question  in  such  case  would  seem  to  be,  did  the  lender  receive  the 
money  from  the  broker  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  usury  law,  or 
for  the  purpose  of  receiving  more  than  seven  per  cent  for  the  loan  of 
his  money. 

Usury  must  be  strictly  proven  as  alleged,  and  any  variance  is  fatal. 

Where  the  allegations  in  the  answer  are,  that  the  plaintiff  took  $2,900  in 
excess  of  legal  interest  for  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  the  mortgage  debt, 
while  the  evidence  shows  that  the  total  amount  received  by  the  plaintiff 
was  $2,125:  Held^  to  be  a  variance  which  is  fatal 

A  motion  at  the  close  of  the  case  to  conform  the  pleadings  to  the  proof 
can  never  be  granted  where  the  admission  of  the  evidence  has  been 
promptly  objected  to  upon  the  ground  that  the  evidence  did  not  tend 
to  support  the  allegations  in  the  answer. 

Special  Terrriy  Jfay,  1877. 

In  January  1873,  one  George  W.  Willet  was  the  cashier 
of  the  Bull's  Head  Bank,  of  which  bank  the  defendant  Voor- 
his was  a  director,  and  of  which  both  Wheaton  and  Voorhis 
were  depositors.  At  or  about  the  above  date,  the  plaintiff 
having  $50,000  which  he  desired  to  invest,  asked  the  said 
Willet  if  he  could  not  find  among  his  customers  some  one 
who  desired  to  borrow  this  money,  and  could  give  good 
secnrit  J  therefor;    Willet  replied  that  he  would  make  inquiry 
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smoDg  his  customers,  and  in  a  day  or  two  offered  as  security 
for  the  loans,  a  piece  of  property  on  the  Eighth  avenue  which 
was  examined  by  the  plaintiff  and  refused.  The  said  Willet 
shortly  after  told  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  a  lager  beer  brewery 
to  offer  as  security,  and  at  the  same  time  told  the  plaintiff 
that  if  he  would  allow  him,  Willet,  to  place  his  money  that  be 
would  divide  what  commissions  he  should  receive.  The  plain- 
tiff thereupon  examined  the  lager  beer  brewery,  and  rejected 
it  as  security  for  the  loan.  The  said  Willet  then  asked  the 
defendant  Voorhis  if  he  did  not  desire  to  borrow  $60,000, 
and  if  he  could  not  give  good  security  therefor.  The  said 
Voorhis  said  that  he  did,  and  offered  as  security  the  premises 
mentioned  in  the  complaint.  Willet  asked  what  bonus  or 
commission  he  was  willing  to  pay  for  such  a  loan  {  Voorhis 
replied,  eight  per  cent.  Willet  thereupon  submitted  an 
application  for  the  loans  to  Voorhis,  upon  the  property  men- 
tioned in  the  complaint  to  the  plaintiff,  who  after  having  had 
the  premises  appraised,  notified  Willet  that  he  accepted  the 
security  for  the  loan,  and  also  notified  him  that  the  title  would- 
be  examined  by  Messrs.  Norwood  and  Coggeshall,  who  would 
want  any  papers  Mr.  Voorhis  had  relating  to  the  title.  Mr. 
Willet  then  informed  Mr.  Wheaton  that  he  had  to  pay  all  the 
expenses  for  the  examination  of  the  title,  and  subsequently  fur- 
nished Mr.  Wheaton  with  an  order  signed  by  Mr.  Voorhis  upon 
his  attorney  for  the  title  papers,  which  order  Mr.  Wheaton 
handed  over  to  his  attorneys  Norwood  and  Coggeshall.  At  Mr. 
Coggeshall's  request,  Mr.  Wheaton  asked  Mr.  Willet  to  go 
down  to  their  office,  to  make  arrangements  about  the  searching 
of  the  title  which  he,  Willet,  was  to  pay.  Upon  their  way  down 
town  to  the  lawyer's  office  Mr.  Willet  told  Mr.  Wheaton  that 
he  was  going  to  pay  him  $2,000  out  of  his  ( Willet's)  commission 
in  this  transaction.  This  was  the  first  conversation  that  Willet 
and  Wheaton  had  in  respect  to  division  of  commissions  since 
the  rejection  of  the  lager  beer  brewery  proposal.  Mr.  Willet, 
upon  arrival  at  the  attorney's  office,  made  an  agreement  with 
them  that  they  would  search  the  title  for  $600.     Upon  exam- 
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ination,  the  title  having  proved  more  difficult  thsD  was  sup- 
posed, the  attorneys  demanded  $250  more,  which  Mr.  Yoorhis 
agreed  to  pay.  The  title  having  been  examined  and  found 
satisfactory,  the  parties  were  to  meet  upon  the  5th  of  Feb- 
mary,  1873,  at  the  office  of  Mr.  Wheaton's  attorneys,  for  the 
purpose  of  concluding  the  loan.  At  Mr.  Willet's  request, 
Mr.  Voorhis  drew  a  check  to  the  order  of  Mr.  Willet  for 
$850 ;  also  a  check  to  his  own  order  for  $500,  and  another 
for  $2,900.  Having  indorsed  the  two  last  named  checks  in 
blank,  Voorhis  delivered  the  three  to  Mr.  Willet,  who  there- 
upon drew  the  money  upon  the  $2,900  check.  Then  Mr. 
Voorhis  aud  Mr.  Wfllet  went  to  the  plaintiff's  attorneys' 
office  and  there  met  the  plaintiff,  and  the  transaction  was 
completed,  Mr.  Wheaton  paying  Mr.  Voorhis  $50,000  and 
taking  the  bond  and  mortgage  in  suit.  Mr.  Willet  indorsed 
and  transferred  the  $850  check  to  the  plaintiff's  attorneys, 
and  the  parties  left.  Subsequently,  on  the  same  day,  at  Mr. 
Willet'e  bank,  Mr.  WiUet  paid  to  Mr.  Wheaton  $2,125,  tell- 
ing  him  for  the  first  time  of  Mr.  Voorhis  payment  of  the 
$250  ^>xtra. 

This  action  is  brought  to  foreclose  said  mortgage,  and  the 
defen-se  is  usury. 

Q'ioatey  <md  Norwood  <&  CoggeahaU^  for  plaintiff. 

Vorter  cfe  Beach^  for  defendants,  argued  the  following 
points: 

The  prooft  in  this  case  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  sub- 
sti  .ntially  establish  the  fact  that  plaintiff  retained  the  witness 
Q  eorge  W.  Willet  to  procure  an  investment  for  the  sum  of 
$/ 50,000  upon  bond  and  mortgage,  to  be  approved  by  plaintiff. 

Whatever  honusj  advantage  or  commission  shotdd  he^  derived 
lythe  investment  from  the  borrower  woe  to  he  divided  between 
i  'Jie  plaintiff  and  hie  a^e7U  Willet.  *Willet  so  testifies,  and 
plaintiff  states  that  Mr.  Willet  announced  his  willingness 
thus  to  share  any  bonus  or  profit,  and  plaintiff  at  the  time 
Vol.  Lm.  41 
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was  silent  (as  he  states),  but  permitted  the  negotiation  to 
proceed  to  consummation,  and  the  bond  and  mortgage  in 
question  was' thus  brought  into  existence. 

When  the  loan  was  dosed,*  and  as  a  part  of  the  transacticHi, 
plaintiff  received  from  defendant  Yoorhis,  through  the  hands 
of  his  own  agent,  Mr.  Willet,  the  snm  of  $2,125  in  cash. 

If  there  was  no  actual  contract  or  arrangement  with  plain- 
tiff as  to  usurious  interest  before  this  time,  there  certainly 
was  a  proposition  matured  into  acceptance  on  the  receipt  of 
this  sum  of  $2,125. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  an  actual  agreement  in  lan- 
guage for  the  payment  and  receipt  of  usurious  interest,  in 
'  order  to  substantiate  and  establish  usury  {PowM  SLgt,  Wiaien^ 
8  Caw.j  696;  Fielder  agt.  Da/rrin  et  al.,  60  N.  JT.,  437; 
BvrdMll  agt.  PaUereon^  51  ie2.,  43 ;  Alger  agt.  Gardiner^ 
54  id.,  360). 

It  is  certainly  observable,  to  a  marked  degree,  that  the  ihre^ 
checks  drawn  by  defendant  Yoorhis  to  pay  the  bonus  under 
his  agreement  with  plaintiff,  made  through  his  agent,  Mr. 
Willet,  should  be  drawn,  under  WiUefs  direction,  one  for 
$850,  for  the  lawyers ;  the  second  for  $500,  to  pay  Wallet's 
commission ;  while  the  other  check  is  drawn  for  the  sum  of 
$2,900,  the  amount  Mr.  Willet  had  told  defendant  Yoorhis 
was  to  be  paid  over  to  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Willet  does  not  deny  that  he  gave  directions  to  have 
the  checks  thus  drawn,  nor  does  Mr.  Willet  positively  de^Dy 
that  he  told  defendant  Yoorhis  that  the  bonus  money  was  to 
be  divided  as  above  indicated. 

Mr.  Willet  simply  says  that  he  thinks  he  did  not  so  stats. 

This  want  of  positive  recollection  cannot  certainly  over- 
come the  aflSrmative  recollection  of  defendant  Yoorhis,  pat  - 
ticularly  when  the  checks  are  produced,  drawn  by  directioc 
of  Mr.  Willet,  specifying  the  different  amounts,  as  defend- 
ant Yoorhis  states,  they  were  to  be  applied  or  asugned  to  the 
different  parties. 
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Van  Bbitnt,  «/.  —  It  may  be  said  that  in  the  foregoing 
statement  of  the  case,  that  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Yoorhis  has 
not  been  dnly  considered,  bat  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  Mr. 
Voorhis'  recollection  as  to  what  Mr.  Willet  told  him  about 
the  disposition  to  be  made  of  the  eight  per  cent  commission 
is  based  entirely  upon  the  amounts  of  the  checks  drawn  by 
hibi  and  given  to  Willet.  There  is  nothing  in  this  case 
which  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  Mr.  Willet  made  any 
false  statements  to  Mr.  Voorhis  in  regard  to  this  loan,  which 
must  have  been  the  fact  if  Mr.  Voorhis'  evidence  is  correct, 
and  it  is  very  easy  to  conceive  by  what  process  of  reasoning 
Mr.  Voorhis  would  come  to  the  conclusion,  upon  an  inspection 
of  his  three  checks,  that  Mr.  Willet  had  told  him  that  the 
$2,900  was  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Wheaton.  It  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  that  we  must  conclude  that  Mr.  Voorhis  is  mis- 
taken in  relation  to  this  matter. 

.  The  naked  proposition  which  must  be  determined  in  this 
ease,  then,  is  whether  the  acceptance  by  the  lender  from  the 
broker,  of  any  portion  of  his  commissions,  constitutes  usury  ? 

It  is  claimed,  upon  the  part  of  the  defense,  that  Mr.  Willet 
in  this  transaction  was  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
consequently  the  plaintiff  is  bound  by  his  representations.  I 
am  unable  to  see  that  Mr.  Willet  was  any  more  the  agent 
of  the  plaintiff  than  he  was  of  the  defendant,  in  fact.  Mr. 
Voorhis  was  to  pay  him  for  his  services  in  this  matter,  which 
would  seem  to  indicate  that  he  considered  that  Mr.  Willet 
was  his  agent.  But  per}iaps  it  is  not  of  very  great  import- 
ance in  the  disposition  of  the  question  involved  whether  Mr. 
Willet  was  the  plaintiff's  or  defendant's  agent. 

The  case  of  Estervez  agt.  Pv/rdy^  decided  in  the  court  of 
appeals,  but  not  yet  reported,  expressly  decides  that  the 
representations  of  the  agent  of  the  lender  do  not  bind  the 
principal  unless  authorized  by  him,  or  the  fruits  of  such 
representations  are  received  by  the  lender  with  knowledge 
of  their  origin. 

The  question,  then,  in  this  case  would  seem  to  be,  did  the 
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plaintiff  receive  the  money  from  Willet  for  the  purpose  of 
evading  the  usury  law,  or  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  more 
than  seven  per  cent  for  the  loan  of  his  money.  I  think  that 
both  of  these  propositions  may  unhesitatingly  be  answered  in 
the  negative.  The  evidence  seems  to  show,  beyond  dispute, 
that  at  the  time  of  agreeing  to  make  the  loan  the  plaintiff  was 
not,  in  any  manner,  influenced  in  the  making  thereof  by  the 
promise  of  Willet  to  divide  any  commission  which  he  might 
make  upon  the  loan.  At  the  time  of  agreeing  to  make  the 
loan  the  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  what  commission  Willet 
was  to  receive  from  Voorhis,  or  whether  he  was  to  receive 
any  commission,  and  his  desire  seems  to  have  been  to  iiivest 
his  money  in  some  good  security  at  a  legal  rate  of  interest 

The  plaintiff,  in  receiving  this  money  from  Willet,  sup- 
posed that  he  was  receiving  a  portion  of  that  which  belonged 
to  Willet  and  which  he  had  a  right  to  dispose  of  as  he  saw 
fit.  Under  such  circumstances  I  cannot  see  that  there  wB& 
any  intent  upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  take  from  the 
defendant  more  than  seven  per  cent  for  the  use  of  his  money. 

The  case  of  Alger  agt.  Gardner  (54  iT.  T.y  360)  is  cited 
by  the  defendants  as  an  authority  to  show  that  the  case  of 
Condit  agt.  Bald/vom  has  been  limited  by  subsequent  decis- 
ions. The  case  of  Estervez  agt.  Pv/rdy  {svfprd)^  shows  that 
the  court  of  appeals  do  no{  consider  that  the  case  of  Gondii 
agt.  Baldnjoin  has  been  at  all  restricted  by  the  case  of  Alger 
agt.  Gardiner. 

There  is,  however,  another  objecMon  raised  by  the  plaintiff 
in  this  action  to  the  defense  of  usury  as  claimed  to  be  estab- 
lished by  the  evidence  in  this  case,  and  that  is,  that  there  is 
a  fatal  variance  between  the  allegation  of  the  answer  and  the 
evidence.  It  seems  to  be  held  in  the  case  of  Hetfidd  agt. 
Newton  (3  Samdf.  Ch.  jB.,  564),  and  cases  there  dted,  that 
usury  must  be  strictly  proven  as  alleged,  and  any  variance  is 
fatal.  The  allegations  in  the  answer  in  this  case  are,  that  the 
plaintiff  took  $2,900  in  excess  of  legal  interest  for  the  loan 
or  forbearance  of  the  mortgage  debt,  while  the  evidence 
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shows  that  the  total  amount  received  by  the  plaintiff  was 
$2,1259  ^  variance  which,  according  to  the  cases  above  cited,  is 
&tal. 

To  obviate  this  objection  the  defendants,  at  the  close  of 
the  case,  moved  to  conform  the  pleadings  to  the  proof.  I  do 
not  understand  that  such  a  motion  can  ever  be  granted  where 
the  admission  of  the  evidence  has  been  promptly  objected  to, 
as  was  done  in  this  case,  upon  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
did  not  tend  to  support  the  allegations  in  the  answer. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment 
of  foreclosure  and  sale. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Ohablrs  J.  Johnson,  respondent,  agt.  £.  Clark  Cablet  and 
LuoiKN  Grain,  impleaded,  &c.,  appellants. 

Beplewn  —  Cfoodi  fraudtUenUy  purchased  —  Evidence — Mcceptione—  Motion 

for  noTUuit, 

Defendants  sought  to  prove  by  plaintifTs  attorney  that  at  the  time  of  the 
service  of  the  papers  by  which  the  action  was  commenced,  he,  plaintifTs 
attorney,  had  told  them  that  if  there  was  no  defense  interpo^  there 
would  be  no  costs  against  them,  the  defendants.  This  evidence  was 
objected  to  and  rejected: 

Hddy  that  the  evidence  offered  was  immaterial  so  far  as  any  defense  to  the 
action  was  concerned,  and  had  no  relation  to  any  such  defense.  Under 
a  general  denial  no  such  matter  as  that  offered  to  be  proven  was  admis- 
sible, because  not  set  up  or  suggested  by  the  answer. 

Where  another  action  similar  in  most  respects  to  this  was  also  pending 
against  the  same  defendants  in  &vor  of  another  plaintiff,  and  was 
referred  to  the  same  referee,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  cases  should  be 
tried  together,  and  the  evidence  taken  should  apply  to  both  cases  so  far 
as  the  same  was  applicable,  and  it  was  so  taken  without  any  statement 
at  the  time  by  the  counsel  for  either  party,  as  to  which  case  it  was  to  be 
considered  as  taken  in  or  applicable  to,  on  motion  by  defendants  that 
the  entire  evidence  of  three  witnesses,  and  such  portions  of  the  evidence 
of  the  three  defendants  and  four  other  witnesses  named  and  all  other 
witnesses  as  related  to  certain  conversations  be  stricken  out  on  the 
ground  that  the  same  was  inapplicable  thereto: 

Heldy  that  under  the  circumstances  under  which  this  evidence  was  taken 
the  referee  could  not  be  required  to  do  this.  A  wholesale  motion  of  this 
character  calling  for  a  critical  review  of  such  a  mass  of  evidence  with- 
out any  definite  speftflcation  of  such  portions  as  were  objected  to 
ought  not  be  granted.  And  this  is  especially  so  where  a  considerable 
portion  of  the  evidence  asked  to  be  stricken  out  had  been  taken  by  the 
defendant,  and  all  the  evidence  asked  to  be  stricken  out  had  more  or 
'  less  bearing  upon  the  two  questions  which  were  principally  litigated  on 
the  trial,  viz:  Whether  the  goods  were  fraudulently  purchased,  and 
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whether  the  defendants  as  assignees,  or  under  color  of  the  assignment, 
assumed  any  control  oyer  them.  ' 

The  circumstances  proved  on  the  trial  tended  to  show  that  the  purchasers 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  were  insolvent,  and  knowing  their  condition,  had 
bought  the  goods  knowing  that  they  would  be  unable  to  pay  for  them, 
and  with  a  preconceived  design  not  to  pay  for  them: 

BiM,  that  these  circumstances  were  all  evidence  of  fraudulent  intent 
The  existence  of  the  fraudulent  intent  in  such  a  case  is  a  matter  to  be 
inferred,  if  at  all,  from  circumstances,  and  in  general  does  not  admit  of 
more  direct  ptoot.  The  question  of  fraudulent  intent  is  more  or  less 
speculative,  and  is  often  materially  affected  by  circumstances  difficult- 
to  represent  in  their  full  force  by  any  statement  of  the  evidence  to  an 
appellate  court  The  question  is  not  whether  the  court  would  have 
found  upon  the  evidence  as  the  referee  has  found,  but  whether  there 
was  evidence  before  him  which  legitimately  tended  to  sustidn  the 
finding. 

The  proof  showed  that  the  defendants,  as  assignees,  did  assume  to  con- 
trol the  property  purporting  to  be  assigned,  and  did  prevent  the  plaintiff 
from  peaceably  taking  possession  thereof,  and  their  attempts  to  evade 
all  responsibility  for  so  doing  by  professing  unwillingness  to  accept  the 
assignment,  while  keeping  the  goods  under  their  lock  and  key  and 
making  evasive  replies  to  the  demands  of  the  agents  and  attorneys  for 
the  plaintiff  were  unavailing  to  shield  themselves  from  responsibHify  as 
custodians  of  the  property,  if  not  under  the  assignment,  at  least  under 
color  of  it 

fourth  Department,  General  Termj  October,  1876. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  possession  of  certain 
personal  property  which  the  plaintiff  had  sold  to  the  firm  of 
Lynde  Brothers,  who  shortly  afterward  assigned  the  same, 
together  with  all  their  other  assets,  to  the  defendants,  by  a 
general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  The  date  of 
the  assignment  was  April  7, 1873,  and  the  date  of  the  purchase 
was  March  31,  1873.  Just  before  purchasing  these  goods 
the  Lynde  Brothers  had  been  embarrassed  for  want  of  funds, 
and  shortly  after  the  commencement  of  this  actioi)  they  com- 
promised with  their  creditors  at  twenty-five  cents  on  the  dol- 
lar. The  general  assignment  to  the  defendants  was  placed  on 
file  by  their  attorney,  but  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  this  action  they  had  not  qualified  and  their  time  for  quali- 
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fying  had  not  expired.  They  took  possession  of  the  store, 
locked  the  doors,  closed  the  blinds,  lowered  the  curtains,  took 
the  keys,  and  agreed  between  themselves  that  the  store  should 
not  be  opened  unless  they  were  all  present.  The  plaintiff 
demanded  his  goods  of  them  and  they  refused  to  open  4Jbie 
store  or  surrender  the  goods,  or  give  up  the  key,  but  still 
claimed,  all  the  time,  that  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
goods,  and  that  they  should  not  accept  the  assignment.  Upon 
being  told  that  if  they  assented  or  if  they  would  permit,  so 
far  as  they  had  control,  the  plaintiff  would  take  his  goods 
without  action  ;  they  replied  that  if  the  sheriff  had  the  papers 
of  course,  he  could  take  them  and  that  they  should  not  resist 
the  sheriff.  They  did  not  claim  title  to  any  of  the  goods, 
either  in  their  pleadings  or  upon  the  trial,  but  alleged  that 
they  had  no  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to  form  a 
belief  as  to  whether  or  not  the  goods  in  question  belonged  to 
the  plaintiff  when  this  action  was  commenced.  Another 
action  against  the  same  defendants,  but  in  favor  of  a  different 
plaintiff,  was  tried  with  this  one  under  an  agreement  that  the 
evidence  taken  was  to  apply  to  both  cases  so  far  as  the  same 
was  applicable.  The  referee  reported  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendtmts  brought  this  appeal.  The  other  facts  are 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Irvmg  O.  Varm,  lor  respondent 

B.  T.  Wright y  for  appellants. 

Tajxjott,  «/.  —  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered 
on  the  report  of  a  referee.  The  action  was  replevin  for 
goods  sold  to  the  firm  of  Lynde  Brothers,  doing  business  as 
merchants  at  Marathon,  New  Tork,  and  the  theory  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  reclaimed  the  goods  was  that  they  were  fraudu- 
lently purchased  whilst  the  firm  of  Lynde  Brothers  were 
insolvent,  concealing  and  misrepresenting  their  eircumstances, 
and  with  a  preconceived  design  not  to  pay  for  the  said  goods. 
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The  referee  reports  in  &yor  of  the  plaintiff^  that  the  pnrchafle 
of  the  said  goods  was  fraudulent  and  made  without  the  inten- 
tion to  pay  for  the  same.  The  exceptions  to  which  our  atten- 
tion is  called  are  as  follows : 

1.  The  defendants  sought  to  prove  bj  Mr.  Knapp,  the 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  that  at  the  time  of  the  service  of 
the  papers  by  which  the  action  was  commenced,  he,  plaintiff's 
attorney,  had  told  theih  that  if  there  was  no  defense  inter- 
posed there  would  be  no  costs  against  them,  the  defendants. 
This  evidence,  on  objection,  was  rejected  and  the  defendants 
excepted  to  the  ruling.  We  think  the  ruling  was  correct. 
The  evidence  offered  was  immaterial,  so  far  as  any  defense  to 
the  action  was  concerned,  and  had  no  relation  to  any  such 
defense.  Besides  the  defendants  did  defend  the  action,  and 
the  trial  was  then  progressing  upon  allegations  putting  in 
issue  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  and  under  a  general  denial,  no 
such  matter  as  that  offered  to  be  proven  was  admissible, 
because  not  set  up  or  suggested  by  the  answer. 

2.  It  seems  that  an  action  similar,  in  most  respects,  to  this, 
was  also  pending  against  the  same  defendants  in  favor  of  Rob- 
ert E.  Hill  and  others,  and  was  referred  to  the  same  referee, 
and  the  case  shows,  at  the  commencement,  that  it  was  agreed 
that  the  cases  should  be  tried  together,  and  the  evidence  taken 
should  apply  to  both  cases  so  far  as  the  same  was  applicable. 
The  trial  proceeded  under  this  arrangement,  and  any  evidence 
applicable  to  either  case  was  taken  by  the  referee,  and  by  the 
consent  of  the  respective  counsel  without  any  discrimination 
as  to  which  case  it  was  offered  in  or.in  which  case  it  was  to 
be  considered  applicable.  At  the  dose  of  the  evidence  in 
the  case  the  defendants  made  a  motion  as  follows,  vi2^.,  that 
the  entire  evidence  of  Yane,  York  and  Bobinson,  and  such 
portions  of  the  evidence  of  Crane,  Oarley  and  Wheaton,  the 
defendants,  and  the  witnesses  Squires,  Husted,  Tarble  and 
Hawley,  and  the  other  witnesses,  as  related  to  the  conversa- 
tion which  occurred  at  the  meeting  of  the  creditors  of  Lynde 
Brothers  at  Mr.  Wright's  office  in  Marathon,  be  stricken  out, 
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on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  inapplicable  thereto.  We 
do  not  think  that  the  referee  coald  be  required  to  do  this 
under  the  circumstances  under  which  this  evidence  was  taken. 
The  import  of  the  arrangement  was  that  the  evidence  should 
be  taken  whether  in  fact  applicable  to  the  one  or  the  other 
case,  and  it  was  so  taken  without  any  statement  at  the  time 
by  the  counsel  for  either  party  as  to  which  case  it  was  to  be 
considered  as  taken  in  or  applicable  to.  A  wholesale  motion 
of  this  character,  calling  for  a  critical  review  of  such  a  mass 
of  evidence  without  any  definite  specification  of  such  portions 
as  were  objected  to,  was  unfair  toward  the  referee,  and  could 
only  operate  as  a  mere  trap.  But  there  are  other  and  perhaps 
more  sufficient  reasons  for  the  refusal  to  strike  out :  first,  a 
considerable  portion  of  the  evidence  asked  to  be  stricken  oat 
had  been  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant ;  second,  all 
the  evidence  asked  to  be  stricken  out  had  more  or  less  bearing 
upon  the  two  questions  which  were  principally  litigated  on  the 
trial  —  whether  the  goods  were  fraudulently  purchased  by  the 
Lynde  Brothers,  and  whether  the  defendants,  as  assignees  of 
theLynde  Brothers,  or  ander  color  of  the  assignment,  assumed 
any  control  over  them.  For  instance,  Mr.  Vane  had  stated  in 
his  testimony  that  in  conversation  with  Carley,  one  of  the 
defendants,  the. store  of  the  Lynde  Brothers  having  been  locked 
up  by  the  defendants,  and  on  the  application  of  Mr.  Yane  for 
leave  to  go  into  .the  store  and  inspect  the  goods  as  attorney 
and  agent  for  Hill  &  Co.,  that  he,  Carley,  did  not  like  to  let  any- 
body go  into  the  store.  He  said  he  had  agreed  with  Grain 
and  Wheaton,  the  other  assignees,  that  the  store  should  not 
be  opened  unless  all  three  were  present.  Robinson's  testi- 
mony also,  portions  of  it,  related  to  contemporaneous  repre- 
sentations by  Lynde  Brothers,  as  to  their  pecuniary  situation. 
Many  other  portions  of  the  testimony  of  Vane,  York  and 
Kobinson  bearing  upon  the  case  of  the  plaintifiT  might  be 
referred  to,  but  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  motion  to  strike 
out  the  entire  testimony  of  Vane,  York  and  Robinson  to  show 
that  any  portion  of  the  testimony  of  any  one  of  them  could 
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be  applicable  to  the  case  in  sxij  view  of  it.  So  of  the  testimony 
of  the  other  witnesses  relating  to  the  conversations  which 
took  place  at  the  creditors'  meeting  referred  to.  Portions  of 
Bnch  conversations  related  to  the  action  of  the  defendants, 
who  were  then  present,  in  reference  to  assuming  control  over 
the  goods  which  had  been  assigned  to  them,  and  their  resum- 
ing possession  of  the  key  of  the  store  at  the  request  of  the 
creditors. 

3.  The  defendants  made  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  on  numer- 
ous grounds,  founded  upon  the  alleged  insufficiency  of  the 
evidence,  and  our  attention  is  specially  directed  to  the  first, 
second  and  seventh  of  the  specified  grounds  of  such  motion  : 
The  first  ground  was  in  substance  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  the  sale  to  Lynde  Bros.,  of  the  goods  which  were  the  sub- 
ject of  the  suit.  This  fact  was  not  only  not  litigated  but 
assumed  all  through  the  trial,  but  the  case  contains  an  express 
admission  of  the  fact  at  folio  73.  The  second  ground  was  in 
substance  that  there  was  no  proof  that  the  vendees  made  any 
false  representations,  by  which  the  sale  was  procured.  The 
claim  of  the  plaintifi  was,  not  that  the  goods  were  purchased 
of  him  by  means  of  any  fraudulent  representations  made  to 
him  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  but  that  the  purchasers  being 
insolvent  and  knowing  their  condition  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase, had  bought  the  goods  knowing  that  they  would  be 
unable  to  pay  for  them,  and  with  a  preconceived  design  not 
to  pay  for  them.  It  had  appeared  that  the  goods  were  pur- 
chased of  the  plaintiff  on  the  thirty-first  of  March.  That 
the  vendees  made  an  assignment  of  all  their  property  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors  about  seven  days  thereafter,  without  any 
pretension  that  in  the  meantime  any  material  change  in  their 
circumstances  had  occurred.  The  evidence  further  tended  to 
show  that  before  the  purchase  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendants 
had  made  an  accurate  inventory  of  their  assets,  with  a  view 
of  obtaining  a  loan,  and  that  they  then  ascertained  that  their 
indebtedness  greatly  exceeded  their  assets.  That  after  such 
examination  the  loan  was  refused  to  them  and  that  they 
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had  ascertained  that  thej  conld  not  -  go  on  with  their  basi- 
ness  withont  effecting  a  compromise  with  their  creditors, 
which  they  subsequently  did  at  twenty-five  cents  on  the 
dollar.  That  about  the  time  when  the  said  Lynde  Broe. 
took  the  inventory  referred  to,  one  of  the  firm,  on  the 
purchase  of  goods  from  the  plaintiff  in  the  other  case,  repre- 
sented their  assets  as  at  least  $3,000  above  their  liabili- 
ties. These  were  all  circumstances  tending  to  show  that  the 
vendees  purchased  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff  with  the  fraudu- 
lent design  not  to  pay  for  them,  as  found  by  the  referee  at  a 
subsequent  stage  of  the  case.  The  existence  of  the  fraudulent 
intent  in  such  a  case  is  a  matter  to  be  inferred,  if  at  all,  from 
such  and  similar  circumstances,  and  in  general  does  not  admit 
of  more  direct  proof.  The  seventh  ground  on  which  a  non- 
suit was  urged  is  too  general  to  call  attention  to  any  thing 
beyond  what  was  specifically  stated.  It  was  only  saying  that 
on  the  whole  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  We 
think  on  the  whole  case  the  findings  of  the  referee  cannot  be 
set  aside  as  without  evidence  to  sustain  them.  There  can  be 
no  reasonable  doubt  but  that  the  defendants  as  assignees  did 
assume  to  control  the  property  purporting  to  be  assigned,  and 
did  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  peaceably  taking  possession 
thereof,  and  their  attempts  to  evade  all  responsibility  for  so 
doing,  by  professing  unwillingness  to  accept  the  assignment, 
while  keeping  the  goods  under  their  lock  and  key  and  making 
evasive  replies  to  the  demands  of  the  agents  and  attorneys, 
for  the' plaintiff  were  unavailing  to  shield  themselves  from 
responsibility  as  custodians  of  the  property,  if  not  under  the 
assignment  at  least  under  color  of  it. 

As  to  the  fraudnlency  of  the  purchase,  in  so  much  as,  if  the 
views  herein  expressed  as  to  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit  are 
correct,  there  was  evidence  tending  to  establish  the  fraud,  we 
are  unable  to  say  that  the  referee  erred  in  finding  it.  The 
question  of  fraudulent  intent  is  more  or  less  speculative,  and 
is  often  materially  affected  by  circumstances  difficult  to  repre- 

• 

sent  in  their  full  force,  by  any  statement  of  the  evidence  to 
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an  appellate  conrt  The  qaestion  is  not  whether  we  should 
have  found  upon  the  eyidence  as  the  referee  has  found,  but 
whether  there  was  evidence  before  him  which  legitimately 
tended  to  sustain  the  finding.  On  the  whole  we  think  the 
judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

MuLLiNy  P.  J.)  and  Smtih,  J.,  concurred. 
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MiDDLBTON  Bell  agt.  The  Matob,  Aldermen  and  Com- 
monalty OF  THE  City  of  New  York. 

When  board  of  hecM,  a  necestary  party  to  an  action  against  the  eUy  of  Neva 

York. 

Where  a  contractor  had  fiuled  to  perform  his  contract  for  the  removal  of 

'*  night  soil/*  and  the  board  of  health  passed  a  resolution  and  acted 

thereimder,  directing  its  immediate  removal: 
EM,  that  the  board  of  health,  under  the  fifth  section  of  chapter  686  of 

Laws  of  1874,  was  a  necessary  party  to  an  action  by  the  contractor 

against  the  city  of  New  York. 

Special  Term^  Aprilj  1876. 
Demurrer  to  answer. 
JUr.  Hooker^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 
IIt.  Decme^  opposed. 

Van  Vorst,  J.  —  The  sixth  paragraph  ot  the  defendant's 
answer,  and  to  which  the  plaintiff's  demurrer  is  interposed, 
alleges  that  the  board  of  health,  on  or  about  the  29th  day  of 
July,  1873,  passed  a  resolution,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy: 

^^  lieaolvedj  That  the  necessary  arrangements  be  at  once 
made  to  receive  and  take  away  the  night  soil,  which  the 
assignee  under  the  Grallagher  contract,  and  B.  Dye,  refused 
to  provide  a  suitable  place  for  and  to  receive." 
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The  passage  of  this  resolution  by  the  board  of  health,  the 
demurrer  concedes,  as  also  the<^ubsequent  allegations,  that 
the  board  of  health  passed  the  resolution  after  a  careful 
examination  made  by  their  sanitary  superintendent  of  the 
condition  of  the  receptacles  and  place  of  deposit  provided  by 
plaintiS's  assignee  for  ^e  said  night  soil,  on  the  Hackensack 
river  in  New  Jersey,  and  because  plaintiff,  or  his  assignee, 
had  utterly  failed  to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract. 

Now,  if  the  contractor  failed  to  perform  his  part  of  the 
contract,  by  omitting  to  provide  proper  receptacles  and  places 
of  deposit  for  the  soil  in  question,  it  was  certainly  highly 
proper  for  the  defendant,  through  its  board  of  health,  in  the 
hot  weather  of  1873,  to  take  measures  immediately  to  remove 
the  soil  in  question. 

The  passage  of  the  resolution,  and  the  action  of  the  board, 
would  be  presumed  to  have  arisen  from  a  suflBcient  exigency, 
and  the  failure  of  the  contractor  and  his  assignee  to  act  in 
the  premises,  would  doubtless  present  such  exigency. 

By  the  fifth  section  of  chapter  636  of  the  Laws  of  1874,  it 
is  provided  that  in  all  actions  or  proceedings  against  the 
mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
in  which  any  action,  order,  regulation,  ordinance  or  proceed- 
ing of  the  board  of  health  shall  be  called  in  question,  the 
board  of  health  shall  be  a  necessary  party,  and  have  the  right 
to  answer  and  take  part  therein. 

It  is  quite  evident  that  the  action  of  the  board  of  health  in 
the  premises  will  at  least  be  called  in  question  on  the  trial  of 
this  action.  And  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  a  necessary 
party  defendant  under  the  act  of  1874,  above  alluded  to. 

There  should  be  judgment  for  defendant  on  the  demurrer, 
with  leave  to  plaintiff  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs. 
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Thb  Pboplb  of  thb  Statb  of  New  York  agt.  The  Bond 

Stbbbt  Satinob  Bank. 

8ale  qfpropertjf  by  order  of  (he  court— Btftual  of  deed—  Beeaie  (ukedfor, 
because  premises  toere  sold  at  less  than  their  vaiue. 

A.  court  for  mere  inadequacy  of  price,  unconnected  with  any  otner  reason 
or  cause,  will  not  order  a  resale  unless  the  price  obtained  be  so  grossly 
inadequate  as  of  itself  to  furnish  evidence  of  fraud. 

Where  property  has  been  sold  at  a  judicial  sale,  the  court  will  not,  when 
the  sale  has  been  well  advertised  and  a  large  attendance  of  buyers 
secured,  and  there  has  been  no  surprise,  misunderstanding  or  fraud, 
and  no  binding  offer  from  any  responsible  party  to  pay  a  larger  sum 
upon  a  resale,  refuse  to  confirm  such  sale  merely  because  some  persons 
say  they  will  pay  a  larger  price  hereafter,  especially  when  such  an 
opportunity  has  been  fairly  afforded  and  refused. 

Ulster  Special  Term^  Jvhf^  1877. 

Motion  by  purchaser  to  compel  the  receiver  of  an  insolvent 
savings  bank  to  convey  premises  bought  at  public  sale. 

Wmgate  <&  OuUeriy  for  purchaser. 

jP.  C.  BarloWy  for  receiver. 

Wbstbrook,  J. —  On  the  28th  day  of  June,  1877,  certain 
premises  in  Willow  street,  city  of  Brooklyn,  were,  by  order 
of  the  court,  sold  at  public  auction  by  the  receiver  of  the 
Bond  Street  Savings  Bank,  through  an  auctioneer.  On  such 
sale,  which  was  fully  advertised  and  largely  attended,  Edgar 
McCullen  became  the  purchaser  for  the  sum  of  $16,500,  he 
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being  the  highest  bidder,  and  that,  the  highest  sum  bidden 
therefor.  No  want  of  notice,  surprise,  misunderstanding, 
unfSumess  or  fraud  is  pretended,  but  a  deed  is  refused,  and 
the  court  is  asked  to  permit  and  order  a  resale  because  the 
premises  were  sold  at  less  than  their  value,  the  evidence 
thereof  being  an  offer  by  the  purchaser  prior  to  the  sale  of 
$18,500  therefor  and  its  appraisal  bj  persons,  some  of  whom 
were  present  at  the  sale,  at  a  price  of  about  $20,000.  No 
stipulation,  so  as  to  be  obligatory,  from  any  person,  is  pro- 
duced, promising  if  a  resale  is  ordered  to  pay  a  larger  sum 
for  the  property ;  but  the  court  is  asked  tQ  refuse  a  confirma- 
tion of  the  sale  upon  the  sole  and  only  ground  of  the  inade- 
quacy of  the  price. 

That  a  court  for  mere  inadequacy  of  price,  unconnected 
with  any  other  reason  or  cause,  will'  not  order  a  resale  unless 
the  price  obtained  be  so  grossly  inadequate  as  of  itself  to 
fnmish  evidence  of  fraud,  is  a  doctrine  so  well  settled 
that  citation  of  authorities  to  establish  it  is  unnecessary.  It 
is  claimed,  however,  that  because  by  the  terms  of  sale  the 
sale  was  to  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  court,  therefore 
the  general  rule  does  not  apply,  and  that  the  only  question 
^r  the  court  to  consider  is  the  interest  of  the  creditors  of  the 
bank. 

The  plain  answer  to  this  argument  is,  that  the  insertion  of 
this  clause  in  the  terms  of  sale  did  not  make  them  different 
from  what  they  would  have  been  if  the  clause  had  been 
omitted.  The  sale  was  in  fact  subject  to  confirmation  by  the 
court,  without  an  express  declaration  to  that  effect.  But 
such  approval  or  refusal  to  approve  is  not  granted  or  with- 
held upon  arbitrary  rules  made  for  each  case,  but  upon  cer- 
tain well-known  principles  applicable  to  all  sales,  the  wisdom 
of  which  is  proven  by  experience.  If  judicial  sales  are  to  be 
of  any  value  in  obtaining  a  fair  price  for  property,  they  can 
only  be  made  by  giving  the  public  to  understand  that  the 
exposure  of  premises  thereat  "means  something  more  than  a 
form  and  a  mode  to  obtain  the  views  of  those  who  see  fit  to 
Vol.  Lm.  43 
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attend  of  the  worth  thereof  in  the  form  of  bids.  Let  it  be 
understood  that  any  person  can  obtain  a  resale  of  property 
by  declaring  that  he  is  willing  to  pay  more  for  the  same  than 
the  sum  bid  at  the  public  competition,  and  he  who  wishes 
the  premises  will  remain  absent  and  take  his  chances  in  the 
future.  Such  practice  cannot  be  tolerated,  and  hence  whilst 
the  court  can  wish,  as  it  does  in  this  case,  that  the  premises 
had  brought  a  larger  sum,  yet  it  will  not,  when  the  sale  has 
been  well  advertised  and  a  large  attendance  of  buyers  secured, 
and  there  has  been  no  surprise,  misunderstanding  or  fraud, 
and  no  binding  effer  from  any  responsible  party  to  pay  a 
larger  sum  upon  a  resale,  refuse  to  confirm  such  sale  merely 
because  some  persons  say  they  will  pay  a  larger  price  here- 
after, especially  when  such  an  opportunity  has  been  fairly 
afforded  and  refused.  At  the  most,  between  $3,000  and 
$4,000  is  the  extent  of  the  alleged  sacrifice,  and  against  such 
opinions  is  the  controlling  fact  of  a  well  advertised  and  well 
attended  public  sale,  fairly  conducted,  evincing  that  the  sum 
bid  was  the  best  price  to  be  obtained. 

An  order  must  be  entered  confirming  the  sale  and  direct- 
ing the  delivery  of  the  deed. 
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SBeeution  agamsi  the  person — Jail  Umits — p&rmimon  of  creditor  to  go 

beyond —  wTuU  amourUe  to  a  diecharge. 

If  a  creditor  gives  his  debter  penoission  to  go  off  the  jail  limits  or  to  go 
at  large,  the  right  to  imprison  is  gone,  and  the  debtor  cannot  be  again 
taken  in  execution  for  the  same  debt. 

Where  proceedings  for  discharge  of  defendant,  who  was  in  custody,  were 
pending  before  the  Oneida  cojmty  court,  on  the  twenty-third  of  Decem- 
ber, but  were  not  completed,  defendant's  counsel  told  the  court  that  as 
Monday  following  was  Christmas,  "  it  was  too  bad  to  keep  defendant 
in  cuJBtody  till  Tuesday.**  The  judge  appealed  to  plaintiff^s  counsel  for 
magnanimity,  and  he  replied:  ''If  the  debtor  appears  on  Tuesday  no 
suit  win  be  brought  against  the  sureties  on  the  jail-limits  bond,  but  I 
do  not  mean  to,  nor  do  I  wish  to,  waive  any  of  my  legal  rights."  The 
defendant,  under  these  circum^Umces,  went  off  the  limits  and  did  not 
return,  and  a  second  execution  was  issued  after  the  county  court  had 
refused  his  discharge: 

Held,  that  the  defendant  never  had  the  permission  of  the  plaintiff  to  go  at 
large,  and  therefore,  in  the  absence  of  legal  proceedings  for  his  dis- 
charge, he  was  rightfully  taken  into  custody  and  remains  rightfuUy 
imprisoned.  ^ 

Herkimer  Special  Term. 

Motion  to  set  aside  execntion  and  imprisonment  of  defend* 
ant.  There  was  a  conflict  in  affidavits,  and  a  referee  has 
found  ^Hhat  no  agreement  \^  ever  made  discharging  the 
defendant  from  execntion."  After  the  defendant  was  in  ens- 
tody  he  instituted  proceedings  for  his  discharge  in  the  Oneida 
county  court,  and  they  were  heard  before  judge  Jones  from 
day  to  day,  and  when  Saturday^  December  twenty-third, 
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arrived  they  were  not  completed,  and  the  defendant's  connsel 
told  the  court  that  as  Monday  following  was  Christmas,  it 
was  **  too  bad "  to  keep  defendant  in  custody  till  Tuesday. 
Thereupon  the  judge  appealed  to  the  plaintiff's  counsel  for 
magnanimity,  and  he  replied:  ^^If  the  debtor  appears  on 
Tuesday  no  suit  will  be  brought  against  the  sureties  on  the 
jail-limits  bond,  but  I  do  not  mean  to,  nor  do  I  wish  to,  waive 
any  of  my  legal  rights."  The  defendant  did,  under  thes^ 
circumstances,  go  to  Floyd,  off  the  limits,  and  as  he  did  not 
return  to  the  limits,  a  second  execution  was  issued,  after  the 
county  court  had  refused  his  discharge.  The  defendant  was 
taken  and  is  now  in  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  Oneida  county. 

Saylea  (6  FUnty  for  motion. 

A.  C.  Coxe^  opposed. 

Habdin,  J. — It  is  very  well  settled  that  if  a  creditor  gives 
his  debtor  permission  to  go  off  the  jail  limits  or  to  go  at  large, 
the  right  to  imprison  is  gone,  and  the  debtor  cannot  be  again 
taken  in  execution  for  the  same  (J^bt  (2  Easty  243 ;  5  Johns,  y 
364;  16  id.y  181;  7  CW.,  274;  8  w?.,  171;  9  id.y  128;  3 
Wend.j  184).  So,  too,  if  the  creditor  consents  to  discharge 
one  of  several  defendants  all  of  the  defendants  are  discharged 
and  absolved  from  liability  to  arrest  on  the  same  judgment 
(44  Barh.j  347).  The  referee  has  found  as  a  fact  that  no 
agreement  was  ever  made  discharging  the  defendant  from 
execution.  That  finding  must  be  accepted.  But  it  is  said 
by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  that  the  legal  effect 
of  the  statement  made  by  the  attorney  for  the  creditor  was  to 
discharge  the  debtor.  (1)  The  attorney  had  no  power  to  dis- 
charge the  debtor.  (2)  The  attorney  expressly  stilted  he  did 
not  wish  to  and  would  not  waive  any  of  his  legal  rights. 
(3)  It  was  not  an  agreement  that  the  debtor  might  leave  the 
limits,  but  if  he  did  that  no  suit  would  be  brought  in  the 
meantime  by  the  attorney.    The  defendant's  learned  coun- 
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sel  refers  to  Ydtea  agt.  Va/n,  Renaadaer  et  (U.  (6  Jokns.y  364). 
In  that  case  the  conrt  foand  there  was  an  agreement  amount- 
ing to  a  permission  that  the  defendant  might  go  at  large. 
Here  is  no  such  permission  in  fact  or  in  legal  effect,  and 
therefore  that  case  is  not  anthoritj  for  the  position  taken  by 
the  defendant.  There  was  no  voluntary  discharge  by  the 
creditor,  and  therefore  Poucher  agt.  HaUey  (3  Wend.y  184) 
does  not  apply.  In  Wesson  agt.  OJicmberlain  (3  Camsty  833) 
jadge  HusLBUBT  said  that'  in  the  absence  of  any  consent  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  execution  the  debtor  was  not  dis- 
charged. He  says :  '^  As  regards  the  sheriff,  the  escape  was 
voluntary  and  he  was  responsible  for  it,  but  the  debt  was  not 
thereby  discharged  as  against  the  judgment  debtor,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  issue  a  new  execution  and  retake  the 
defendant  (1  Salkeldy  272). 

In  this  case  the  defendant  never  had  the  permission  of 
the  plaintiff  to  go  at  large,  and  therefore,  in  the  absence* 
of  legal  proceedings  for  his  discharge,  he  was  rightfully  taken 
into  custody  and  remains  rightfully  imprisoned. 

The  motion  to  set  aside  the  second  execution  and  for  the 
discharge  of  the  defendant  must  be  denied,  with  ten  dollars 
costs,  and  the  referee's  fees  will  be  disbursements. 

So  ordered. 
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BuDOLPH  Ot.  Salomon  agt.  David  Mobal  and  Jbaknbttb 

Moral. 

Fraudulent  conveyance — AcHan  to  set  atide  —  Appeal  —  Law  and  fad. 

Where  defendant,  who  was  insolvent,  being  apprehensive  of  the  recovery 
of  a  judgment  against  him  by  plaintiff,  in  an  action  then  on  trial,  and 
with  intent  on  his  part  to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud  his  creditors,  exe- 
cuted a  conveyance  of  two  certain  pieces  of  property  to  his  son,  for  the 
nominal  consideration  of  $1,500,  but  without  actual  consideration,  and 
the  son  immediately  conveyed  them  to  his  mother,  the  wife  of  the  defend- 
ant, without  actual  consideration,  but  for  the  same  nominal  consideration : 

*EiBidy  that  the  conveyances  were  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  creditors  of 
defendant  then  e:dsting,  and  especially  as  to  plaintiff  and  his  judgment, 
which  was  recovered  about  one  month  after  such  conveyances. 

That  the  wife  of  defendant  had  notice  of  her  husband's  fraudulent  intent, 
may  be  inferred  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case  (See  facts  in  opinum 
cf  Dalt,  J.). 

Where  a  debtor,  with  an  intention  of  defrauding  his  creditors,  executes  a 
conveyance  of  his  property  without  any  valuable  consideration  being 
paid  by  the  grantee,  the  conveyance  is  void  as  against  such  creditors, 
although  the  grantee  was  not  privy  to  the  fraud. 

Where  the  wife  had  notice  of  the  fraudulent  intent  of  her  husband  in 
conveying  the  premises  to  her,  and  being  therefore  a  party  to  the  fraud, 
although  her  husband  was  actuaUy  indebted  to  her  at  the  time,  she  is 
not  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  premises  conveyed  for  the  amount  of  such 
debt 

Although  a  review  of  both  the  law  and  the  facts  of  a  case  tried  by  a  judge 
or  referee  may  be  had  at  general  term,  yet,  if  no  error  be  shown,  the 
findings  of  &ct,  like  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  should  be  deemed  conclusive. 

QeneraH  Term^  Jwm^  1877. 

Thb  following  opinion  was  rendered  at  special  term,  Jana- 
ary,  1877,  which,  together  with  the  findings  of  fact  and  con- 
clusions of  law,  contain  a  complete  statement  of  the  case : 
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Daly,  J.  —  A  large  portion  of  the  money  used  by  the 
defendant  David  Moral,  in  the  investments  which  he  com- 
menced to  make  in  real  estate  in  1873,  finally  resulting  in 
the  purchase  of  the  houses  and  lots  in  Fifty-first  street  (the 
subject  of  this  action)  in  1875,  came  from  the  sale  6f  furniture 
in,  and  a  mortgage  executed  upon,  the  house  and  lot  104 
Lexington  avenue,  which  house  and  lot  stood  in  the  name  of 
his  wife,  the  defendant  Mrs.  Jeannette  Moral.  This  house 
and  lot,  104  Lexington  avenue,  was  bought  in  1863  by  David 
Moral,  with  money  of  bis  own,  and  the  deed  taken  in  his 
wife's  name  as  a  return  for  or  repayment  to  her  of  certain 
moneys  which  she  brought  to  him  on  their  marriage  in  1848. 
At  the  time  he  bought  the  house  and  lot  in  her  name  he  was 
not  in  debt,  and,  as  a  gift  even,  the  transaction  cannot  be 
questioned.  Li  1873,  the  house  was  Leased  and  the  furniture 
sold.  He  collected  the  rents,  amounting  to  $3,000  a  year, 
for  four  years  and  disbursed  it.  He  received  $4,000  upon  a 
sale  of  the  furniture  (which,  he  says,  was  hers,  i.  ^.,  bought 
by  him  for  her)  and  deposited  it  in  the  United  States  Trust 
Company  in  his  own  name.  In  March,  1873,  he  bought 
with  that  $4,000  real  estate  in  Fifty-seventh  street,  in  con- 
junction with  one  Ellert,  each  investing  $4,000.  The  deed 
was  taken  in  his  name  and  not  in  his  wife's.  In  September, 
1873,  the  property  was  sold  and  he  realized  $5,500  cash  from 
it,  of  which  he  deposited  $4,600  in  his  own  name  in  the  trust 
company  and  afterwards  with  Greenbaum  Bros.,  bankers. 
In  April,  1874,  he  took  that  money,  and,  with  $800  more, 
bought  in  his  own  name  three  mortgages  on  three  houses  and 
lots  in  Fifty-first  street.  In  August,  1875,  prior  mortgages 
on  those  houses  and  lots  were  foreclosed  and  he  bought  them 
in  in  his  own  name.  In  order  to  raise  more  money  to  effect 
the  purchase,  his  wife  and  he  executed  a  mortgage  for  $4,500 
on  the  Lexington  avenue  property,  of  which  he  used  $2,493 
in  securing  the  Fifty-first  street  property.  In  October,  1876, 
he  sold  one  of  the  houses  and  lots  in  Fifty-first  street  for 
$10,750,  realizing  $3,602.91  cash,  of  which  he  used  $2,000  to 
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make  a  payment  on  acooant  of  the  mortgage  above  referred 
to  on  the  Lexington  avenne  property. 

In  Jane,  1876,  when  he  was  apprehensive  of  the  recovery 
against  him  by  Salomon,  the  plaintiff,  of  a  judgment  in  an 
action  then  on  trial,  he  conveyed  the  remaining  two  houses 
and  lots  in  Fifty-first  street  to  his  son  for  the  nominal  con- 
sideration of  $1,500,  but  without  actual  consideration,  and 
the  son  immediately  conveyed  them  to  the  defendant  Jean- 
nette  Moral,  his  mother,  the  wife  of  David  Moral,  without 
actual  consideration  but  for  the  same  nominal  consideration 
of  $1,600. 

This  action  is  brought  to  have  these  last-mentioned  con- 
veyances set  aside  and  declared  fraudulent  and  void  as  against 
this  plaintiff  and  other  creditors  of  David  Moral  who  may 
join  in  the  action. 

So  far  as  the  evidence  enables  me  to  trace  the  sources  of 
the  moneys  invested  by  David  Moral  in  these  two  houses  and 
lots  in  Fifty-first  street,  it  would  seem  that  $6,493  of  it  came 
from  the  sale  or  mortgaging  of  property  to  which  Mrs.  Moral 
had  a  good  title,  that  is,  $4,000  invested  by  David  in  the 
Fifty-seventh  street  property  in  1878  was  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  his  wife's  furniture,  and  $2,498  used  by  him  to  secure 
the  three  houses  and  lots  on  Fifty-first  street  upon  the  fore- 
closure in  1875  was  part  of  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  given 
at  that  time  on  his  wife's  house  in  Lexington  avenue.  But, 
of  this  $6,498,  $2,000  has  been  paid  back  to  her,  because, 
when  one  of  the  Fifty-first  street  houses  was  sold  to  Arnold 
in  1875,  David  Moral  received  $8,602.91  cash  and  used  $2,000 
of  it  to  reduce  the  mortgage,  to  which  I  have  just  referred, 
given  a  short  time  before  on  his  wife's  house  in  Lexington 
avenue.  None  of  the  moneys  collected  by  David  Moral  as 
rent  of  his  wife's  house,  and  no  other  proceeds  of  any 
property  belonging  to  her,  are  traced  into  the  purchase-money 
of  the  two  houses  and  lots  on  Fifty-first  street,  the  subject  of 
this  action,  and  her  interest  therein,  if  she  be  entitled  to  any, 
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and  if  the  property  do  not  belong  to  her,  a  question  I  shall 
now  discnss,  amounts  at  most  to  $4,493. 

It  is  cMmed  by  defendants  that  in  using  his  wife's  money 
to  purchase  the  FiftyHseventh  street  property,  in  selling  that 
and  investing  in  the  bonds  and  mortgages  on  Fifty-first  street, 
in  buying  the  latter  property  upon  foreclosure  and  in  receiv- 
ing, depositing  and  disbursing  the  moneys  received  and  paid 
out  during  these  successive  investments,  the  defendant  David 
Moral  was  acting  as  agent  of  his  wife,  and  that  the  titles, 
though  taken  in  his  name,  were  hers,  she  being  ignorant  of 
his  acts  in  that  particular. 

This  claim  of  agency  rests  upon  no  stronger  foundation  than 
the  oath  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Moral,  and  contradicts  all  the  records 
and  their  own  written  and  solemn  declarations  during  the 
periods  from  1871  to  the  day  of  trial.  That  oath  is  made  at 
a  time  when  it  is  of  the  greatest  importance  to  them  to  make 
the  claim,  while  the  declarations  I  have  mentioned  were  made 
at  a  time  when  there  was  no  temptation  to  falsify  on  this 
important  point.  David  Moral  deposited  and  drew  out  these 
moneys  from  1871  to  1876,  in  his  own  name,  and  took  and 
gave  every  deed  in  his  own  name,  his  wife  joining  in  such 
deeds  and  releasing  her  dower.  In  a  mortgage  executed  by 
them  on  this  property  on  Fifty-first  street  and  on  the  Lexing- 
ton avenue  property  in  1875,  to  secure  certain  indebtedness 
of  the  firm  of  Salomon  &  Moral,  of  which  their  son  was  a 
member,  Mrs.  Moral  covenants  to  charge  her  separate  prop- 
erty, and  expressly  designates  the  Lexington  avenue  property 
as  her  separate  estate. 

In  a  written  declaration,  made  in  the  same  matter  at  about 
the  same  time,  David  Moral,  to  show  his  solvency,  declares 
himself  to  be  worth  $25,000  exclusive  of  the  real  estate  which 
I  (he)  own  in  Fifty-first  street  and  Lexington  avenue.  Defend- 
ants now  declare  that  all  the  investments  made  were  so  made 
after  consultation  between  them,  and  Mrs.  Moral  approved  or 
directed  them  all,  her  husband  acting  according  to  her  instruc- 
tions, but  that  she  was  wholly  unaware  that  he  had  taken 
Vol.  Lin  44 
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deeds  to  himself  instead  of  to  her ;  that  this  incorrect  and 
unauthorized  act  was  commnnicated  to  her  by  her  son  in  Jnne 
last,  and  she  immediately  demanded  of  her  husband  that  he 
transfer  the  titles  to  her.  He  did  so  in  time  to  avoid  levy 
under  the  plaintiff's  execution.  So  &r  as  David  Moral  and 
his  son  and  grantee  are  concerned,  they  hastened  to  make  the 
conveyances  to  Mrs.  Moral,  in  order  to  avoid  trouble  appre- 
hended from  plaintiff's  judgmerrt.  As  for  Mrs.  Moral,  she 
only  knew  from  conversations  of  theirs  that  there  was  trouble, 
but  her  demand  of  the  conveyances  was  induced  simply  by  a 
desire  to  have  her  own,  the  proceeds  of  her  money ;  such  is 
their  testimony. 

The  whole  evidence  establishes  in  my  mind  that  Mrs.  Moral 
intrusted  her  husband  with  whatever  money  he  got  out  of  the 
Lexington  avenue  house  and  furniture  to  use  as  his  own,  and 
that  at  most  he  became  her  debtor  only  for  the  amount.  This 
view  is  consistent  with  their  financial  dealings  since  their 
marriage.  She  brought  him  a  dowry  of  $5,000  in  1848,  which 
he  used  as  his  own  in  business.  In  1863,  he  repays  it  by 
buying  the  Lexington  avenue  property  in  her  name ;  in  1871, 
he  conchides  to  speculate  with  the  proceeds  of  the  furniture, 
and  with  that  and  other  funds  of  his  own  comes  on  an  active 
and  successful  business  as  real  estate  agent,  until  it  results  in 
his  ownership  of  the  property  now  in  question.  The  pros- 
pect of  a  heavy  judgment  against  him  induces  the  pretense 
that  this  property  is  not,  in  fact,  his  own,  and  that  he  has 
been  acting  all  along  as  the  agent  of  his  wife.  I  cannot  but 
believe  this  to  be  an  after-thought,  and  that  the  conveyances 
to  his  wife  were  made  to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud  his  credit- 
ors, and  that  Mrs.  Moral  had  notice  of  his  intention.  But 
there  is  no  evidence  that  Mrs.  Moral  intended  any  of  her 
moneys  used  by  her  husband  as  a  gift,  nor  other  than  a  loan, 
and  in  declaring  the  conveyances  void  as  against  his  creditors, 
it  is  equitable  to  declare  a  lien  upon  the  premises  in  her  favor 
to  the  extent  of  the  sum  of  $4,328.66  of  her  money,  with 
which  the  premises  were  purchased,  and  interest  from  June, 
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1876 ;  the  above  sum  represeDting  two-thirds  of  the  amonnt 
($6,498)  originallj  invested  in  the  three  Fifty-first  street  lots. 
Upon  a  sale  in  this  action  her  lien  should  be  first  satisfied. 
Costs  to  plaintiff. 
Judgment  accordingly. 

This  cause  having  been  tried  before  me,  I  make  and  file  the 
following  findings  of  fact : 

I.  That,  on  the  26th  day  of  July,  1876,  the  plaintiff  recovered 
a  judgment  in  this  court  against  the  defendant,  David  Moral, 
for  the  sum  of  $3,878.68,  which  said  judgment  was  on  said 
day  duly  docketed  in  the  office  of  the  derk  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York. 

II.  That,  on  the  21st  day  of  August,  1876,  an  execution 
was  issued  upon  said  judgment  to  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  where  said  defendant  then  resided,  and 
that  the  said  execution  has  been  returned  wholly  unsatisfied. 

III.  That  the  said  judgment  remains  wholly  unpaid. 

IV.  That,  on  the  22d  day  of  June,  1876,  the  defendant, 
David  Moral,  being  the  owner  of  the  real  estate  hereinafter 
described  by  deeds  bearing  date  on  that  day,  and  recorded  in 
the  office  of  the  register  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York, 
in  liber  1,872  of  conveyances,  pages  257  and  260,  on  the  27th 
day  of  June,  1876,  conveyed  to  one  Bemhard  Moral,  his  son, 
the  following  described  premises,  viz. : 

All  those  two  certain  lots,  pieces  or  parcels  of  land,  with 
the  buildings  and  improvements  thereon  erected,  situate,  lying 
and  being  in  the  city  of  New  Yorkj  taken  together  bounded 
and  described  as  follows :  Beginning  at  a  point  on  the  north- 
erly side  of  Fifty-first  street  distant  two  hundred  and  thirty- 
five  feet  eight  inches  easterly  from  the  north-easterly  comer 
of  Fifty-first  street  and  First  avenue,  running  thence  north- 
erly parallel  with  First  avenue  and  partly  through  the  center 
of  a  party-wall  one  hundred  feet  five  inches  ;  thence  easterly 
and  parallel  with  Fifty-first  street  thirty-three  feet  four  inches ; 
thence  southerly  parallel  with  First  avenue  one  hundred  feet 
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five  inches  to  the  northerly  side  of  Fifty-first  street^  and 
thence  westerly  along  the  northerly  side  of  Fifty-first  street 
thirty-three  feet  four  inches  to  the  point  or  place  of  beginning. 

Y.  That  th^  said  Bernhard  Moral,  by  deeds  bearing  date 
June  26, 1876,  and  recorded  in  said  register's  office  in  liber 
1882  of  conveyances,  pages  374  and  376,  on  the  29th  day  of 
Juiie,  1876,  conveyed  the  same  premises  to  his  mother,  the 
defendant  Jeannette  Moral,  the  wife  of  the  defendant  David 
Moral. 

VI.  That,  said  conveyances  were  made  without  any  con- 
sideration, although  each  of  said  deeds  purported  to  have 
been  made  for  the  consideration  of  the  sum  of  $1,500. 

Vn.  That,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  said  conveyances, 
the  said  David  Moral  was  wholly  insolvent,  and  that  said 
conveyances  were  made  with  intent  to  prevent  the  judgment 
recovered  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  David  Moral 
from  becoming  a  lien  upon  the  property  thereby  conveyed, 
and  with  intent,  on  the  part  of  David  Moral,  to  hinder,  delay 
and  defraud  his  creditors,  and  that  the  defendant  Jeannette 
Moral  had  notice  of  such  intention  at  the  time. 

YIII.  That,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  said  conveyances, 
the  defendant  David  Moral  was  indebted  to  the  defendant 
Jeannette  Moral,  his  wife,  in  the  sum  of  $4,328.66  for  moneys 
previously  loaned  by  her  to  him.  And  I  find  as  conclusions 
of  law: 

I.  That  the  aforesaid  transfers  and  conveyances  by  said 
David  Moral  to  said  Bernhard  Moral,  and  by  said  Bernhard 
Moral  to  said  Jei^nette  Moral,  were,  and  each  of  them  are, 
fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  creditors  of  the  said  David 
Moral  then  existing,  and  especially  as  to  the  plaintiff  and  his 
judgment  aforesaid,  and  should  be  deemed  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  the  said  judgment. 

II.  That  said  judgment  became  and  was  a  valid  lien  on  the 
real  property  so  transferred  as  aforesaid,  situated  in  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York,  and  such  real  estate  was  liable  to 
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be  sold  thereander  the  same  as  if  such  transfers  and  convey- 
ances had  not  been  made. 

IIL  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  decreeing 
the  said  real  estate  to  be  sold,  and  that  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
such  sale,  after  deducting  the  expenses  thereof,  the  plaintiff 
be  paid  the  costs  of  this  action  hereby  awarded  to  him,  and 
also  the  amount  of  his  judgment  against  the  defendant  David 
Moral,  with  interest  thereon,  or  so  much  thereof  as  the 
purchase-money  of  said  premises  will  pay  of  the  same,  and 
that  the  surplus,  if  any,  be  paid  to  the  defendant  Jeannette 

Moral. 

J.  F.  DALY, 

«/.    C    C.   JL    • 

The  cases  cited  upon  the  settlement  of  findings  show 
clearly  that  Mrs.  Moral,  having  notice  of  the  fraudulent  intent 
of  h^  husband  in  conveying. the  premises  to  her,  and  being, 
ther^ore,  a  party  to  the  fraud,  although  her  husband  was 
actually  indebted  to  her  at  the  time,  is  not  entitled  to  a  lien 
on  the  premises  conveyed  for  the  amount  of  such  debt. 

J.  F.  D.,  J. 

Richard  8.  Newcombe^  for  defendant,  appellant.  The 
learned  judge  erred  in  finding  that  the  property  in  question 
was  not,  in  equity,  the  property  of  Jeannette,  bought  with 
her  money,  and  the  title  taken  in  her  husband's  name,  with- 
out her  assent.  There  was  no  evidence  contradicting  the 
evidence  of  the  defendants  in  this  regard,  and  it  not  being 
intrinsically  improbable,  the  court  could  not  disregard  it.  The 
evidence,  therefore,  being  all  one  way,  the  finding  of  the 
learned  judge  was  clearly  wrong.  Upon  the  evidence,  and 
the  finding  as  the  defendant  Jeannette  Moral  insists  it  should 
be,  the  law  is  well  settled  {Holden  agt.  Bumhamy  5  Supreme 
Ct.  B.y  195 ;  Saford  agt.  Eynes,  39  Barh.^  625 ;  Brovm  agt. 
Cher?*}/,  57  iV:  IT.,  645 ;  Lomishury  agt.  Purdy^  18  id,^  515 ; 
Rycm  agt.  Dox^  84  id.y  307 ;  Somford  agt.  N&risy  4  Ahl.  Ct. 
Appa.j  144).    The  paper  introduced  at  folio  136,  is  no  proof 
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that  Jeannette  was  not  the  eqnitable  owner  of  the  Fifty-first 
street  property,  any  more  than  it Vas  proof  that  David  owned, 
which  he  clearly  did  not  {see  judges  opinion)^  the  Lexington 
avenue  property.  It  was  no  evidence  at  all  against  Jeannette. 
The  learned  judge  found  that  when  the  conveyances  in  ques- 
tion were  made,  David  was  justly  indebted  to  Jeannette  for 
money  loaned  in  the  sum  of  $4,828.66.  Being  so  indebted 
he  had  a  right  to  convey  to  her  and  she  to  receive  property 
in  payment.  What  he  conveyed  was  no  more  than  a  just 
amount  in  value  for  the  debt  he  owed.  That  he  thereby  created 
a  preference  in  her  favor  is  no  objection.  The  law  allows  a 
debtor  to  make  a  preference  (5  Cow.^  547;  6  id,^  287;  7  irf., 
735 ;  11  Wend.y  187).  The  clear  weight  of  evidence  is,  that 
Jeannette  did  not  know  of  any  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part 
of  the  husband,  if  he  had  any,  in  making  the  conveyance. 
Mere  knowledge  of  his  embarrassed  condition,  and  that  he 
desired  to  prefer  her,  would  not  invalidate  the  convef^ance 
(Bedell  agt.  Chase^  84  iT.  1^.,  386 ;  Laidlow  agt.  CHlmore^ 
G.  P.,  47  How,^  67,  affd.  Ct.  of  Appa  ;  Carpenter  agt.  Muren^ 
42  Ba/rh.,  800;  Avhum  Ex.  Bank  agt.  Fitch,  48  id.,  344; 
Sohaffner  agt  Beutnerj  37  id.,  44 ;  Waterhury  agt.  Stv/rtevant, 
18  Wend.,  868 ;  Malony  -agt.  Haran,  12  Ahb.  ^N.  &],  289). 
She  did  not  in  anywise  unite  in  any  fraud ;  she  did  not  even 
join  in  the  deed  of  her  husband.  She  simply  took  what  she 
claimed  was  her  own ;  or,  at  the  most,  a  preference  for  the 
debt  due  her.     The  decree  should  be  reversed. 

Bl/umenstid  <&  Ascher,  for  plaintiff,  respondent.  Excep- 
tions to  conclusions  of  law,  where  the  cause  is  tried  by  the 
court  without  a  jury,  are  indispensable  to  raise  any  question 
for  review  {Mios  agt.  Englehardt,  82  N.  Y.,  444 ;  Weed 
agt.  N.  Y.  and  Ha/rlem  R.  R.  Co.,  29  id.,  616 ;  Russel  agt. 
Duflon,  4  Lans.,  399 ;  Walsh  agt.  Washington  Marine  Ins. 
Co.,  32  id.,  427;  Renauld  agt.  Peek,  2  EUt.,  137;  ElweU 
agt.  Dodge,  38  Barb.,  336  ;  Vaiton  agt.  National  FundsLife 
Ins.  Co.,  20  N.  Y.,  32 ;  Newlin  agt.  Lyon,  49  id.,  661 ;  Brewer 
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agt.  Irishy  12  Ebw.j  481 ;  Codej  §  268 ;  Remedial  Code^  § 
1353).  Whether  there  is  evidence  to  support  a  conclusion  of 
fact  is  a  question  of  law  {Oage  agt.  Pa/rJcer^  25  JSarb.y  141 ; 
Mason  agt.  Zardy  40  id.,  476 ;  Beck  agt  Sheldon^  48  id., 
365;  Putnam  agt.  HubbeUy  42  id.,  106).  It  is  admitted 
and  proven  beyond  contradiction  that  the  judgment  was 
recovei^d  and  execution  issued  and  returned  unsatisfied,  and 
that  the  judgment  debtor  has  no  property  out  of  which  to 
satisfy  plaintiff's  claim,  except  it  be  the  property  claimed 
herein  to  hav^e  been  fraudulently  conveyed.  It  is  also  estab- 
lished that,  at  the  time  of  these  transfers,  not  only  did  the 
demand  of  the  plaintiff  exist,  but  suit  therefor  had  long 
previously  been  commenced  and  had  substantially  been 
determined  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  testimony  before  the 
referee  having  been  finished  a  day  or  two  before  the  convey- 
ances were  recorded,  and  the  defense  of  defendant  ruled  out. 
It  is  also  expressly  admitted  that  although  the  deeds  to 
Bemhard  Moral  and  Jeannette  Moral  recite  a  consideration  of 
$1,500,  that,  in  point  of  fact,  no  money  passed  at  the  time  of 
the  conveyance.  It  is  also  shown  that  David  Moral  pur- 
chased the  property  at  a  foreclosure  sale  instituted  upon 
mortgages  formerly  owned  by  David  Moral  on  these  houses 
and  another ;  that  the  mortgages  were  originally  assigned  to 
him,  held  in  his  own  name  for  several  years,  and  he  collected 
the  interest;  that,  having  purchased  the  property  at  the 
referee's  sale,  he  gave  his  own.  checks  therefor,  took  the  title 
in  his  own  name,  sold  one  of  the  houses  in  his  name,  and 
made  the  usual  covenant  of  seizin  and  warranty,  in  which  his 
wife  joined,  and  conveyed  expressly  her  dower  right  only  ; 
that  David  Moral,  in  November,  1875,  gave  a  mortgage, 
with  his  wife,  to  the  creditors  of  Salomon  &  Moral  to  secure 
the  settlement  then  made,  in  which  she  expressly  referred  to 
this  property  as  being  that  of  her  husband.  Against  this  and 
other  proof  disclosed  in  the  case,  we  have  the  staten^nt  that 
the  original  consideration  for  which  the  mortgages  were 
obtained  came  from  the  wife  thirty  years  a^o,  and  that  Moral 
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took  them  in  his  name,  and  also  took  the  deeds  in  his  name 
without  her  knowledge  and  consent.  We  call  the  attention 
of  the  court  to  the  improbability,  in  point  of  &ct,  of  the 
defendants'  story.  David  Moral  and  his  wife  always  lived 
together ;  he  exercised  sole  control  over  the  mortgages  and 
deeds ;  gave  his  own  checks,  all  the  moneys  being  in  his  own 
name  in  the  banks;  collected  the  interests  and  rents;  sold 
one  of  the  houses  with  his  wife's  consent  and  received  the 
poneys  and  put  it  in  his  name,  she  conveying  her  dower 
right ;  gave  a  mortgage  upon  the  property  to  creditors,  and 
especially  therein  covenanting  that  she  was  not  the  owner, 
etc.  She  knew  all  about  this,  and  David  Moral,  besides, 
made  a  written  statement,  in  which  he  claimed  to  own  this 
property,  so  that,  aside  from  the  probability  of  the  story 
itself,  the  acts  of  the  parties  are  all  inconsistent  either  with 
ownership  of  the  property  in  Mrs.  Moral  or  ignorance  of  the 
fact  of  David  Moral  owning  the  property.  The  judge  was 
justified  in  so  finding.  These  conveyances  being  prima 
facie  voluntary,  and  made  by  one  indebted  and  insolvcDt, 
are  presumably  fraudulent  and  void.  This  we  established 
before  we  rested  the  case.  A  voluntary  conveyance  is  a  con- 
veyance without  any  valuable  consideration  {Bump  on 
Pramd.  Conv.yp.  279),  and  the  law  presumes  a  fraudulent 
intent  on  the  part  of  the  grantee  of  such  a  conveyatlce  by  the 
mere  acceptance  of  the  transfer  {See  Bump  on  Fraud. 
Con.yp.  280 ;  Mohawk  Bk.  agt.  Atwater^  2  Paige^  64 ;  Van 
Wyck  agt.  Seioard,  18  Wend.,  375 ;  see  p.  892  and  ontoard 
particularly;  Reads  agt.  Livingston,  4  Johns.  Oh.  JS.,  481 ; 
Wood  agt  Stmt,  38  Barb.,  302).  Where  a  party  receives  a 
conveyance  of  land  from  an  insolvent  without  actually  pay- 
ing, receiving  or  becoming  bound  to  pay  any  consideration 
therefor,  no  further  proof  of  knowledge,  or  notice  of  the 
fraudulent  intent  of  the  grantee  against  his  creditors  is 
necessary  in  order  to  charge  the  grantee  with  complicity  in 
the  fraud  {Holmes  agt.  Clark,  48  Barb.,  237 ;  Bennet  agt. 
MoGhui/re,  58  id.,  625 ;  Newman  agt.  CordeU,  43  id.,  448). 
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The  intent  to  defraad  need  not  be  established  by  direct  proof; 
it  may  be  inferred  or  presumed  from  the  knowledge  of  other 
facts  {V(m  Wyok  agt.  Seward^  18  Wend.^  875,  especially 
page  396).  "  Men  do  not  often  declare  their  purpose  when 
they  are  abont  to  do  an  act  injurious  to  others,  and  we  have 
no  means  of  arriving  at  a  knowledge  of  the  internal  resolve 
or  determination  of  the  actor  but  by  reasoning  and  drawing 
inferences  from  his  external  conduct.  To  this  kind  of  pre- 
sumptioli  we  constantly  resort,  not  only  in  civil  but  in 
criminal  cases.  When  a  debtor  gives  away  all  his  property,  it 
is  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  act  that  the  creditor  is 
injured  —  that  he  is  defrauded.  This  consequence  the  debtor 
intended  to  produce.  He  may  also  have  had  some  other 
purpose  in  view,  but  this  intent  was  part  and  parcel  of  the 
act.  If  a  man,  after  contracting  a  legal  obligation,  makes  a 
voluntary  conveyance  of  all  his  property,  the  language  of  the 
act  is  that  he  intends  to  put  it  out  of  the  power  to  obtain 
satisfaction  if  the  contract  shall  be  broken  {Case  ahove 
cited;  Bdbcoch  agt.  EcMer^  24  N,  J".,  623 ;  Nefwman  agt. 
Corded^  43  Bwrb,^  466 ;  see  Bump  on  Fraud.  Conv.y  pp.  282, 
383^  <m^  cases  there  cited).  A  voluntary  conveyance  is  a 
badge  of  fraud,  for  its  natural  and  probable  tendency  is  to 
delay,  hinder  and  defraud  creditors  {See  Bump^  284).  It 
is  prima  facie  evidence  of  an  intent  to  delay,  hinder  or 
defraud  creditors  (Bump  on  Fraud.  Gonv.^  p.  286,  and 
cases  cited).  The  burden  of  proof  is  thrown  upon  the 
grantee  to  establish  the  circumstances  which  will  repel  the 
presumption  of  a  fraudulent  intent.  The  transfer  stands 
condemned  as  fraudulent,  unless  the  facts  which  may  give  it 
validity  are  proved  by  him  {See  the  cases  cited  on  pages 
286,  287  of  Bump  on  Fraud.  Conveyances ;  Dwnlap  agt. 
Hawhi/nSy  69  N.  Y.^  342).  To  rebut  the  presumption  of 
fraud,  the  proof  must  be  clear,  full  and  satisfactory  {See^ 
alsoy  Savage  agt.  Murphy,  34  ^.  Y.y  608).  Such  convey- 
ances will  be  set  aside  at  the  suit  of  a  creditor  whose  claim  is 
even  in  tort  {Jacdbson  agt.  Myers,  18  Johns.  426 ;  Fow  agt. 
Vol.  LTTI.  45 
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HiU,  1  Conn.,  296 ;  Eoioe  agt.  Wa/rd,  1  Oreml.j  196).  It 
therefore  follows  that  upon  the  pleadings  and  proof  of 
insolvencrf,  and  the  jadgment  and  ezecation,  a  prima  fade 
case  is  established.  The  court  having  found  that  the  convey- 
ances were  made  with  intent  to  hinder,  delay  and  defraad 
creditors,  and  that  Mrs.  Moral  had  notice  at  the  time  of  such 
intention,  she  became  a  party  to  the  fraud  and  could  not 
obtain  a  benefit  under  such  fraudulent  conveyance.  At 
most,  she  was  only  a  general  creditor  having  no  judgment. 
This  doctrine  is  universal  and  established  by  the  following 
cases :  Bump  on  FraudvlerU  OonveyanoeSy  672,  673 ;  lii^s 
agt.  Mwrayy  2  JoJmson^  566,  682 ;  on  appeal,  16  td,  671 ; 
Sands  agt.  Codvmey  4  id.^  636 ;  see  pages  686,  696 ;  Wood 
agt.  Runt^  38  Ba/rhour^  302 ;  Brigga  agt.  MitchMy  60  id., 
288;  see  page  314;  Harris  agt.  Summary  2  PiokeringySS; 
Bean  agt.  Smithy  2  Maaany  262 ;  MoKee  agt.  OHohriHy  3 
WattSy  230 ;  see  page  233 ;  Cadagan  agt.  Kennetty  CowpeVy 
434 ;  Wilson  agt.  HoaVy  16  loway  489 ;  Pi*i€e  agt.  Master- 
Sony  36  Aloibamxiy  483;  Foster  agt.  Chigsbyy  1  Bvshy  86; 
Goodwin  agt.  Hammondy  13  Calif omiay  168 ;  StovaU  agt 
Farmers'  Banky  High  Court  of  ErrorSy  16  Mississippiy  305 ; 
HcUand  agt.  Crofuty  20  Pickeringy  321 ;  Blealdey^s  Appealy 
66  Pmnsyh)wniay  187 ;  Peters  agt.  Smithy  4  5.  CI  ^.,  197 ; 
Borland  agt.  TFia^^A^,  7  Alabamay  269,;  Brooks  agt.  Caughan^ 
4  JJija^,  464 ;  TTiZey  agt.  JTn^A^,  27  ^ioJama,  336 ;  ITtMiawi- 
«(>/i  agt.  Ooodvyyuy  9  OrattaUy  606 ;  Rathhone  agt.  Stevensy  15 
Connectiouty  26.  The  court  was  warranted  by  the  evidence 
in  making  its  judgment,  and  the  same  should  be  affirmed 
with  costs. 

Labbemobb,  J.  —  Although  a  review  of  both  the  law  and 
the  facts  of  a  case  tried  by  a  judge  or  referee  may  be  had  at 
general  terra,  yet  if  no  error  be  shown,  the  findings  of  fact 
like  the  verdict  of  a  jury  should  be  deemed  conclusive.  Other- 
wise, a  retrial  of  the  cause  would  necessarily  occur  on  the 
argument  of  the  appeal. 
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The  plaintifi*,  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  defendant  J)avid 
Moral,  brought  suit  to  set  aside  three  deeds  of  conveyance  of 
premises,  situated  on  the  north  side  of  Fifty-first  street  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  that  the  same 
were  so  made  with  an  intent  on  the  part  of  Moral  to  hinder, 
delay  and  defraud  his  creditors.  A  full  statement  of  the  facts 
is  found  in  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  from  which  it 
appears  that  said  deeds  were  made  by  Moral  (who  was  then 
insolvent),  without  any  consideration  and  with  fraudulent 
intent,  of  which  the  grantee  Jeannette  Moral,  the  wife  of 
David  Moral,  had  notice.  After  careful  examination  of  the 
case,  I  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  there  is  evidence  to 
sustain  the  judgment.  The  property  was  conveyed  about  a 
month  previous  to  the  entry  of  plaintiff's  judgment,  and 
under  circumstances  of  suspicion.  The  defendants  sought  to 
establish  the  good  faith  of  the  transaction  upon  the  principle 
of  equitable  conversion  ;  that  the  property  in  suit  though 
originally  conveyed  to  the  husband,  was  in  reality  purchased 
by  the  property  of  the  wife.  Whatever  equities  may  exist 
between  the  parties  to  the  deeds  are  entirely  independent  of 
the  rights  of  the  plaintiff. 

Mrs.  Moral,  the  grantee,  had  notice  (says  the  court)  of  her 
husband's  fraudulent  intent  and  this  may  be  inferred  from  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  {Bahcock  agt.  Eokler^  24  If. 
Y.J  623 ;  Bigdow  agt.  Zimmerman,  7  Wend.^  436 ;  Bennett 
agt.  McGuirey  58  Barb.,  625).   ' 

Even  without  her  privity  the  conveyance  if  voluntary 
would  be  fraudulent  as  against  creditors  {MohoAJok  Bank 
1^.  Atwater,  2  Paige,  54). 

After  a  review  of  all  the  evidence,  I  am  for  affirming  the 
judgment. 

Robinson  and  0.  P.  Daly,  J  J.,  concurred. 
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N.  Y.  SUPREME  COURT. 
Eloy  a.  Hbblas  and  others  agt.  John  Slevin  and  otherg. 

Beformatian  of  a  written  inatmmerU  —  what  must  be  proven — Tender, 

To  jastify  a  court  of  equity  in  changing  the  language  of  a  written  instru- 
ment sought  to  be  reformed,  it  must  be  proven,  and  that  by  proof  so 
clear  and  convincing  as  to  leave  no  room  for  doubt,  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  both  parties  to  make  a  contract,  not  as  it  appears,  but  as  it 
is  claimed  it  should  have  been,  and  that  the  intent  was  frustrated  by 
fraud  or  mutual  mistake. 

It  is  not  enough  for  the  party  seeking  the  reformation  to  show  his  own 
intention,  and  that  he  never  agreed  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  His 
remedy,  in  such  case,  is  to  have  the  contract  canceled  on  that  ground. 

A  tender  is  not  good  which  was  accompanied  by  a  condition  which  was 
not  called  for  by  either  the  bond  or  mortgage,  in  payment  of  which  the 
tender  was  made. 

Special  Termy  May^  1877. 

Van  Bbunt,  J.  — Voluminous  briefs  and  many  citations  of 
authorities  have  been  furnished  by  both  sides,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  the  descriptions  contained  in  the  contract  and 
deed,  by  which  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  complaint  were 
conveyed,  excluded  from  or  included  in  the  grant,  the  fee  to 
the  middle  of  Broadway,  in  iront  of  the  premises  in  question. 
As,  in  the  disposition  ot  the  issues  involved  in  this  case,  I 
have  nothing  ^to  do  with  this  question,  I  don't  propose  to  give 
a  merely  legal  opinion  upon  the  subject. 

The  main  issue  presented,  is  that  of  the  right  of  the  defend- 
ants to  a  reformation  of  the  deed  conveying  the  premises  in 
question,  so  as  to  include  in  the  grant  the  street  lying  in  front 
of  the  premises.    From  the  evidence  it  appears  that  the  oral 
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oontraet  was  made  between  Mrs.  Heelas  and  James  Slevin, 
now  deceased. 

It  is  well  settled,  that  to  justify  a  eonrt  of  equity  in  chang- 
iug  the  language  of  a  written  instrument  sought  to  be  reformed, 
it  must  be  proven,  and  that  by  proof  so  clear  and  convinc- 
ing as  to  leave  no  room  for  doubt,  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  both  parties  to  make  a  contract,  not  as  it  appeared,  but  as 
it  is  claimed  it  should  have  been,  and  that  this  intent  was 
frustrated  by  fraud  or  mutual  mistake.  It  is  not  enough  for 
the  party  seeking  the  reformation  to  show  his  own  inten- 
tion and  that  he  never  agreed  to  the  terms  of  the  contract. 
His  remedy,  in  such  case,  is  to  have  the  contract  canceled  on 
that  ground  {Jackson  agt.  Andrews^  59  If.  Y.y  244 ;  Mead 
agt  Westchester  Fire  Ins,  Co.^  64  id.y  453). 

This  contract  and  conveyance  were  made  in  the  year  1867, 
and  no  claim  was  made  that  the  contract  did  not  express  the 
intention  of  the  parties,  until  the  beginning  of  the  year  1877. 

Mr.  James  Slevin  being  dead,  it  is  sought  to  establish  his 
intention  by  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff,  Mrs.  Heelas.  The 
whole  effect  to  be  given  to  her  testimony  is,  that  the  property 
was  spoken  of  at  the  time  of  the  negotiation  for  its  purchase, 
as  property  fronting  on  Broadway,  which  it  undoubtedly  did 
do.  There  is  no  evidence,  whatever,  but  what  Mr.  Slevin 
knew  at  the  time  he  executed  the  contract,  exactly  what  its 
provisions  were,  and  what  the  makers  of  that  contract  agreed 
to  convey  thereby. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  he  had  a  lawyer  to  examine 
his  title,  who,  undoubtedly,  was  familiar  with  thelrights  which 
Mr.  Slevin  claimed  under  that  contract.  There  is  no  evidence 
that  Mr.  Slevin,  in  his  lifetime,  made  any  claim,  what- 
ever, that  there  was  any  mistake  in  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, although  the  ^'  act  for  the  widening  of  Broadw^  ''  was 
passed  some  three  years  prior  to  his  death. 

I  cannot  but  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  evidence 
totally  fails  to  show  any  mutual  mistake  in  regard  to  the  terms  , 
of  this  contract.    It  is  more  than  probable  that  neither  party 
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thought  it  of  any  coDsequeuce,  or  cared  at  the  time  of  making 
the  contract,  whether  the  description  carried  the  grant  to  the 
middle  of  Broadway  or  not.  And  I  am  unable  to  conclude 
from  the  evidence  that  Mr.  Slevin,  at  the  time  of  receiving 
the  contract,  supposed  that  the  fee  of  the  street  was  being 
conveyed.  ^ 

The  delivery  of  the  title  deeds,  by  Mrs.  Heelas,  does  not 
at  all  militate  with  this  conclusion,  because  nothing  would  be 
more  natural  than  the  handing  over  of  all  papers  which 
might  in  any  way  aid  in  the  investigation  of  the  title  of  the 
premises  contracted  to  be  sold.  It  follows,  that  the  defend- 
ants have  failed  to  furnish  that  clear  and  convincing  proof 
which  is  necessary  to  entitle  them  to  a  reformation  of  the 
contract  and  deed. 

The  case  of  Whites  Bank  of  Buffalo  agt.  Nichols  (64 
ilT.  y".,  66),  would  6eem  to  define  the  rights  of  the  parties 
under  this  contract.  * 

The  only  other  question  to  be  considered,  is  that  in  rela- 
tion to  the  $2,400.  The  version  of  that  transition,  as  given 
by  the^efeudant  Slevin,  seems  to  me  to  be  much  more  reason- 
able, and  commends  itself  much  more  strongly  to  my  judg- 
ment  than  the  history  of  the  transaction  given  by  the  Guests. 
It  is  also  a  significant  circumstance  that  the  plaintifiE  Francis 
6.  Guest  was  never  examined  as  a  witness,  although  it  was 
clearly  foreshadowed  by  the  pleadings  that  it  was  claimed  that 
he  had  participated  in  this  transaction  relative  to  the  extension 
of  the  mortgage.  If  he  had  been  able  to  corroborate  the 
other  testimony  upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  he  certainly 
would  have  been  examined  as  a  witness.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  have  the  $2,400,  with 
interest,  credited  upon  the  mortgage. 

The  tender  claimed  by  the  defendants  was  not  a  good  tender, 
because  it  was  accompanied  by  a  condition  which  was  not 
called  for  by  either  the  bond  or  mortgage,  in  payment  of 
which  the  tender  was  made.  ^ 

The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  judgment  accordingly. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  matter  of  the  appeal  of  Joseph  Sohbeebeb  from  action 
of  the  common  council  of  the  city  of  Utica  in  relation  to 
the  opening  and  extension  of  Erie  street  in  said  city. 

Opming  qf  $breeU  in  cUy  of  UUca  —  what  proeeedtnga  necessary — Loam  of 

1862,  cJiapter  18  —  Appeal, 

The  provisioiis  of  the  statute  (Lam  of  1862,  chap,  18)  in  relation  to  the 
duties  of  the  common  council  of  the  city  of  Utica,  in  proceedings  for 
the  opening  and  extension  of  streets  in  thkt  city,  must  be  strictly 
followed. 

By  section  85  of  the  charter,  if  the  common  council,  under  its  provisions, 
after  hearing  the  parties  interested,  should  determine  to  make  the 
improvement,  it  is  obligaiory  on  them  to  enter  in  its  minutes  a  resolution 
declaring  such  determination.  An  omission  to  comply  with  section  85  is 
fatal  to  all  the  proceedings  which  followed. 
'  On  an  appeal  from  action  of  the  Utica  common  council,  the  original  papers 
were  filed  with  the  county  clerk  in  time,  but  the*  copies  were  not  served 
until  the  twenty-first  day  after  the  second  report  of  the  commissioners 
appointed  therefor  had  been  filed.  The  objection  is  taken  at  the  hearing 
of  the  appeal,  that  the  appeal  papers  were  not  served  in  time: 

Held  that  the  respondent  should  have  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  and 
not  having  done  so  and  allowing  a  special  term  to  pass,  he  waived  his 
Tight 

Oneida  Special  Terrriy  July  18, 1877. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  action  of  the  Utica  common  conn- 
cil,  bronght  into  this  court  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Utica  charter,  which  is  chapter  18,  Laws  of  1862. 

The  charter  requires  that  the  appeal  be  made  by  serving 
upon  the  clerk  or  mayor,  or  city  clerk,  a  copy  of  the  appeal 
papers,  affidavits,  &c.,  within  twenty  days  after  the  second 
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report  of  the  commissioners  appointed  to  open  the  said  street 
was  filed  with  the  city  clerk  ;  and  by  filing  the  original  appeal 
papers  with  the  county  derk  within  the  same  number  of 
days. 

The  original  papers  were  filed  with  the  county  clerk  in 
time,  but  the  copies  were  not  served  until  the  twenty-first 
day  after  the  second  report  of  the  commissioners  appointed 
therefor  had  been  filed. 

The  city  charter  requires  that  within  thirty  days  after  the 
appeal  is  taken,  the  common  council  shall  return,  under  the 
city  seal,  certified  copies  of  all  the  proceedings  of  the  common 
council  in  relation  to  the  matter,  and  file  the  same  with  the 
county  clerk,  and  that  the  hearing  on  said  appeal  shall  cpme 
on  at  the  next  special  term  thereafter. 

One  special  term  passed  and  thereafter,  and  within  the  thirty 
days  allowed  therefor,  the  city  filed  said  return  with  the  county 
clerk.  No  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  was  made,  and  objec- 
tion that  the  appeal  was  not  made  in  time,  that  the  papers 
were  not  served  within  the  twenty  days,  was  first  taken  on 
the  argument  of  the  appeal.  Other  facts  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

lAixddey  dk  Dunmarey  for  appellant. 

O,  A.  Whitdy  for  respondent. 

NoxoN,  J,  —  This  is  an  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  from 
the  action  and  proceedings  of  the  common  council  of  the  city 
of  Utica,  in  extending  Erie  street  in  said  city  to  Whitesboro 
street.  A  petition  for  such  purpose  was  presented  to  the 
common  council  on  June  4, 1875,  and  on  that  day  referred  to 
the  committee  on  streets  and  bridges.  At  the  meeting  held 
on  that  day  a  resolution  was  adopted  directing  the  clerk  to 
publish  legal  notice  that  the  council  intended  to  extend  Erie 
street  to  Whitesboro  street,  and  that  the  council  would  act 
thereupon  at  a  meeting  to  be  held  June  eighteenth.    In  the 
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retain  of  the  appeal  no  snch  notice  appears  to  have  been 
published,  and  no  meeting  of  the  council  appears  to  have  been 
held  on  June  eighteenth.  On  the  2d  of  July,  1875,  at  a 
meeting  of  the  council,  a  resolution  was  adopted  directing 
the  city  surveyor  to  ascertain  and  report  the  expense  of  the 
improvement,  and  as  to  other  matters  required  by  section  84 
of  the  city  charter.  At  a  meeting  of  the  council,  July  16, 
1875,  the  city  surveyor  made  a  report  in  pursuance  of  the 
resolution  of  July  second.  At  said  meeting  a  resolution  was 
adopted  that  the  derk  publish  legal  notice  requiring  all  persons 
interested  in  the  matter  of  extending  and  opening  Erie  street 
to  attend  a  meeting  of  the  council,  to  be  held  August  sixth, 
and  that  application  would  be  made  to  the  recorder's  court, 
August  ninth,  at  4  p.  m.,  for  the  appointment  of  commissioners 
therefor.  The  city  surveyor  in  his  report  reported  as  to  the 
expense  of  the  improvement ;  that  no  part  of  the  expense 
should  be  borne  by  the  city ;  that  property  required  to  be 
appropriated,  naming  Mrs.  Ballou,  lot  68,  Downer  &  Kellogg, 
lot  69,  Thompson  &  Wilcox  or  R.  B.  Smith,  lot  70,  and 
referred  to  a  map  made  and  filed  July  13, 1875,  with  the  city 
clerk.  The  property  that  might  be  benefited  was  also  con 
tained  in  the  report.  Pursuant  to  said  resolution  a  notice 
was  published  in  the  three  ofiicial  papers  of  the  city  that  the  > 
council  had  determined  to  lay  out,  open  and  extend  Erie 
street,  and  that  no  agreement  had  been  made  for  the  purchase 
of  the  land  deemed  necessary  for  the  extension,  and  notified 
all  persons  interested  that  they  would  be  heard,  if  desired,  at  a 
meeting  to  be  held  August  sixth,  and  that  the  report  of  the ' 
surveyor  (which  was  annexed  to  the  notice)  described  the  land 
necessary  for  the  improvement  and  the  portion  of  the  city 
deemed  benefited  thereby,  and  that  application  would  be 
^^ide  to  the  recorder  August  ninth,  for  the  appointment  of 
commissioners  to  ascertain  damages  and  to  apportion  and 
assess  the  same.  By  section  84  of  the  charter  {chap.  18,  Zaw8 
cf  1862)  the  common  council  had  no  authority  to  determine 
to  make  the  improvement  prior  to  making  the  order  that  an 
Vol.  LIII  46 
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officer  of  the  city  make  the  report  referred  to  in  said  section. 
The  notice  specified  in  said  section  was  for  a  meeting  tp  be 
held  August  sixth,  and  at  that  time  the  council  was  to  proceed 
and  hear  the  allegations  of  the  owners  and  occupants,  and 
after  hearing  the  same,  make  such  further  order  in  respect  to 
the  improvement  as  it  should  deem  proper  {Section  84  of 
charter). 

From  the  return  of  the  common  council  to  the  appeal  it 
does  not  appear  that  any  meeting  was  held  on  the  sixth  of 
August,  or  at  any  other  time,  at  which  a  hearing  was  had. 
The  proceedings  do  not  show  that  there  ever  was  a  determin- 
ation of  the  common  council  to  make  the  improvement.  By 
section  86  of  the  charter,  if  the  common  council,  under  its 
provisions,  after  hearing  the  parties  interested,  should  deter- 
mine to  make  the  improvement,  it  was  obligatory  on  them  to 
enter  in  its  niinntes  a  resolution  declaring  such  determination. 
The  notice  first  published  on  the  29th  of  July,  1875,  setting 
forth  that  the  conmion  council  had  determined  to  extend  the 
street,  has  no  tendency  to  show  any  determination.  If  any 
determination  was  had  or  made,  it  could  not  have  been  prior 
to  August  sixth,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  showing 
the  action  and  determination  of  the  common  council,  by 
resolution  or  otherwise,  the  whole  proceeding  was,  and  is 
utterly  void.  The  provision  of  the  statute  in  these  cases 
must  be  strictly  followed.  The  omission  to  comply  with  sec- 
tion 85  is  fatal  to  all  the  proceedings  which  followed.  By 
section  87,  a  copy  of  a  resolution  of  determination,  together 
with  a  map,  is  to  be  filed  in  the  city  clerk's  office.  The  map 
is  returned,  but  no  resolution.  By  section  88,  a  notice  of 
eight  days  is  to  be  published  of  the  application  to  the  court, 
for  the  appointment  of  commissioners,  and  a  copy  of  the 
notice  is  to  be  served  upon  the  owner,  five  days  before  the 
time.  The  time  to  appear  was  August  ninth.  The  hearing 
was  in  fact  had  August  16, 1875,  and  no  evidence  is  given  of 
an  adjournment  or  postponement  of  court  from  August  ninth 
to  August  sixteenth.    On  the  thirteenth  of  August  the  com- 


NEW  YORK  PRAOTICB  REPORTS.  868 


Matter  of  Schreiber. 


mon  conncil  adopted  a  reBolntion  that  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee on  streets,  with  the  city  attorney,  appear  before  the 
recorder  August  sixteenth,  to  apply  for  commissioners  to  ascer- 
tain damages,  &c.  The  resolution  was  not  published,  and 
the  same  was  not  authorized  by  the  charter.  In  view  of  the 
errors  accompanying  this  proceeding,  and  the  disregard  of  the 
plain  provisions  of  the  statute,  I  am  constrained  to  hold  the 
whole  proceeding  void.  The  objection  is  taken  at  the  hearing 
of  the  appeal  that  the  appeal  papers  were  not  served  in  time. 
The  papers  were  actually  filed  in  time.  The  respondent 
should  have  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal.  Not  moving  to 
dismiss  the  appeal  and  allowing  a  special  term  to  pass, 'waived 
his  right.  The  authorities  of  the  appellant  fully  covers  the 
point,  to  which  may  be  added  2  E.  D.  Smith,  139  ;  27 
Hofjoa/rdy  336. 

The  appellant  is  entitled  to  judgment  upon  the  appeal, 
vacating  and  dismissing  the  proceedings  of  the  common 
conncil,  with  costs  of  appeal. 
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N.  Y.  SUPREME  COURT. 
Sabah  J.  CALLBm)EB  agt.  William  E.  Oallendkb. 

Action  by  a  wffe  to  restrain  the  use  by  a  husband  of  a  vyritien  confession  of 
aduUery  obtained  from  her  by  fraud  and  duress  —  Comfiaini — Demwrrer. 
• 

Where  a  husband,  having  obtained  from  his  wife,  by  fraud  and  duress,  a 
confession,  in  writing,  that  she  had  committed  adultery,  commenced  an 
action  against  her  for  divorce  upon  the  ground  of  adultery  : 

Beid,  in  an  action  by  the  wife  to  restrain  the  use  of  such  confession  in 
said  divorce  action,  that  it  would  be  so  great  an  iiijustice  to  allow  the 
defendant  to  use  as  evidence  a  confession  obtained  under  such  circum- 
stances that  a  court  of  equity  must  interfere. 

Hdd^  also,  that  the  wife  has  such  an  interest  in  this  confession  that  she 
can  maintain  an  action  to  restrain  its  use  in  this  way.  She  has  the 
same  interest  in  this  confession  that  she  would  have  in  any  letter  which 
might  be  written  by  her,  and  she  could  maintain  an  action  to  restrain 
the  improper  publication  of  any  letters  which  she  might  have  written. 

Special  Term^  May^  1877. 

Van  Brunt,  J.  —  The  defendant  in  this  action  having 
obtained  from  the  plaintiff,  his  wife,  by  fraud  and  duress,  a 
confession,  in  writing,  that  she  had  committed  adultery,  com- 
menced an  action  against  the  plaintiff  for  a  divocee  upon  the 
groimd  of  adultery.  The  plaintiff,  thereupon,  commenced 
this  action  to  restrain  the  use  of  such  confession  in  said 
divorce  action,  alleging,  among  other  things,  that  in  case 
such  confession  is  offered  in  evidence  in  a  divorce  suit  she 
cannot  show  the  fraud  and  duress  by  which  it  was  obtained, 
because  the  statutes  of  this  State  do  not  permit  husband  and 
wife  to  be  examined  as  witnesses  in  actions  for  divorce. 
The  defendant  has  demurred  to  this  complaint,  upon  the 
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ground  that  it  does  not  state  fistcts  safficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  legal  capacity 
to  sue. 

The  point  made  by  the  defendant  in  support  of  the 
deVnurrer  is,  that  no  case  can  be  found  in  which  a  court 
of  equity  —  since  equitable  defenses  haye  been  allowed  in 
courts  of  law — have  ever  entertained  a  bill  to  restrain  the  intro- 
duction of  any  particular  evidence  in  another  action.  I  feel 
fully  the  force  of  the  learned  argument  presented  by  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant  in  support  of  the  position  claimed 
by  him,  and  my  attention  has  not  been  called  to  any  case, 
upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  which  establishes  the  right  of 
the  court  to  entertain  this  action,  but  the  dismissal  of  the 
plaintiff's  complaint  would  enable  the  defendant  to  perpe- 
trate so  gross  an  injustice  under  the  guise  of  the  forms  of 
law  that  it  seems  to  me  that  any  court  which  would  refuse 
her- protection  from  the  frauds  which  have  been  practiced 
upon  her  (if  we  are  to  assume,  as  true,  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint,  and  which  we  must  do  upon  this  demurrer)  by 
her  husband,  the  defendant,  would  cease  to  be  entitled  to  be 
called  a  court  of  equity.  Courts  of  equity  had  their  origin  in 
the  necessity  which  was  felt  of  giving  relief  in  cases  of 
hardship  where  it  would  be  refused  under  the  rigorous  rules 
of  the  law,  and,  in  this  case,  by  the  peculiar  law  of  this  state, 
this  piece  of  evidence  extorted  from  her  by  force  and  fraud 
could  be  used  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  against  her 
for  divorce  without  her  being  permitted  to  show  that  it  was 
not  entitled  to  be  used  as  evidence  against  her.  It  is  no 
answer  to  this  suggestion  to  say  that  no  divorce  coald  be 
granted  upon  the  strength  of  this  confession,  because  it  may 
very  well  be  that  this  confession  when  presented  to  the  jury 
would  be  the  very  piece  of  evidence  which  would  incline  the 
jury  to  find  a  verdict  against  her  and  which  they  might 
never  do  without  it. 

As  I  have  said,  although  no  precedent  can  be  found  for 
the  maintenance  of  this  action,  it  would  be  so  great  an 
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injustice,  to  allow  the  defendant  to  use  as  evidence  a  con- 
fession obtained  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the 
complaint,  that  a  court  of  equity  must  interfere. 

As  to  the  other  point  raised,  that  the  plainti£^  being  a 
married  woman,  cannot  maintain  the  action,  it  seems  to*me 
there  is  no  dijficultj  in  holding  that  the  plaintiff  has  just 
such  an  interest  in  this  confession  as  she  would  have  in  any 
letter  which  might  be  written  by  her,  and  it  is  conceded 
that  she  could  maintain  an  action  to  restrain  the  improper 
publication  of  any  letters  which  she  might  have  written. 

I  think  the  demurrer  should  be  overruled,  with  leave  to 
defendant  to  answer  upon  paymeat  of  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
MusoRAYB  agt.  Wbbstsb. 

Demurrer — Armoefr, 

When  a  defendant  demurs  to  a  complaint  upon  the  ground  that  it  (}oes 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  afterwanls 
answers  the  complaint,  the  answer  is  a  waiver  of  the  demurrer. 

Special  Terniy  N(yoemheTy  1876. 

Van  Vorst,  J,  —  It  was  stated  upon  the  argument,  by  the 
plaintiff^s  counsel,  that  subsequent  to  the  service  of  the 
demurrer,  the  defendant  had  answered  the  complaint.  This 
statement  was  not  denied.  The  t)nly  pleading,  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  is  either  a  demurrer  or  answer.  If  a 
defendant  demurs  to  the  entire  complaint,  upon  the  ground 
that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  and  afterwards  answers  the  complaint,  I  should  con- 
sider the  answer  to  be  a  waiver  of  the  demurrer,  and  as 
evidence  of  the  defendant's  intention  to  raise  on  the  trial  of 
the  issue  of  fact  the  question  as  to  whether  the  complaint 
disclosed  a  cause  of  action.  By  answering  he  does  not  waive 
an  objection  of  that  character  {Qodsy  §  148). 

The  waiver  of  the  demurrer  leaves  no  issue  of  law  to  be 
determined,  and  no  judgment  thereon  would  be  proper. 

The  hearing  is  dismissed,  but  without  costs. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Fbedebiok  a.  Potts  agt.  Isaa.o  Mayes,  impleaded,  &c. 

Promi89ory  note — bona  fde  holders  for  value. 

The  defendants,  H.  and  M.,  made  their  promissory  note  to  their  own  order 
for  $1,671.89,  and  indorsed  the  same  to  the  defendant  EL,^ho,  before 
its  maturity,  indorsed  and  delivered  it  to  plaintiff  P.  The  proof  showed 
that  M.  received  value  for  the  note,  as  it  was  given  in  the  firm  name  to 
H.  for  money  which  M.  owed  to  him.  H.  transferred  the  note  to  K.  in 
consideration  of  $1,200  balance  due  K.  on  a  deposit  which  K.  had  pre- 
viously made  on  account  of  H.  in  Detroit  K.,  who  was  owing  P.  at 
the  time  on  purchases  of  coal,  gave  P.  the  note,  who  gave  him  credit 
for  so  much  cash,  and  at  itA  maturity,  it  being  protested  for  non-pay- 
ment, P.  charged  the  amount  back  to  K.,  who  was  liable  as  indorser, 
and  took  it  up  with  his  own  check;  K.  has  paid  nothing  to  P.  on 
account  of  the  note  : 

Eddy  that  P.  was  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value  and  entitled  to  recover,  and 
that  the  case  was  properly  disposed  of  oA  the  trial,  by  directing  the  jury 
to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

General  Term^  May^  1877. 

Before  Sedowiok,  Spirb  and  Fbbbdma.n,  J  J. 

This  is  an  action  brought  against  Elkin  Hyman  and  Isaac 
Mayer,  as  members  of  the  firm  of  Hyman  &  Mayer,  upon  a 
promissory  note  for  $1,571.39,  made  by  them  to  their  own 
order,  and  indorsed  to  the  defendant  Sigmund  Kohn,  who, 
before  its  maturity,  indorsed  and  delivered  it  to  plaintiff  for 
its  value. 

The  court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Oeorge  W.  Carpenter^  attorney  and  counsel  for  defendant 
L  The  refusal  of  the  court  to  allow  the  defendant's  counsel 
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to  open  the  case,  he  having  the  affirmative  of  the  issue,  was 
error,  for  which  a  new  trial  will  be  granted  {Lwdaley  agt. 
Ettrapeam,  P.  'Co.,  10  All.  R.  ^N.  S.'],  107 ;  MiUerd  agt. 
Thorny  56  N.  Y.,  402).  The  answer  admitted  the  makmg  of 
the  note  by  the  defendant,  its  delivery  to  the  indorser,  also 
the  indoraemerU  of  Kohn,  and  the  ddivery  of  it  hj  him  to 
the  plaintiff.  Thus  all  the  facts  were  admitted  necessary  to 
plaintiff's  recovery.  The  plaintiff  claimed  that  the  indorse- 
ment by  the  makers  was  not  admitted.  The  admission  of  its 
making  and  delivery  was  sufficient  to  obviate  a  special  admis- 
sion of  their  indorsement,  but  a  note  made  and  delivered  by 
maker,  payable  to  maker's  own  order,  is  deemed  in  law  to  be 
payable  to  bearer  {Central  Bank  agt.  Lang,  1  Boa.,  206 ; 
6  ed.  R.  S.y  vol.  2,^.  1160,  eec.  5). 

n.  The  objection  as  to  the  admission  in  evidence  of  the 
bills  and  checks  offered  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  should  have 
been  sustained.  The  note  in  suit  was  received  by  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  13th  March,  1874,  and  the  bills  offered  in  evidence 
were  receipted  March  12,  1874,  prior  to  the  time  the  note 
was  passed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  there  i&  no  evidence  to  show 
that  they  had  any  connection  with  or  relation  to  the  note  in 
suit.  The  witness.  Potts,  did  not  receive  the  note,  nor  sign 
these  receipts ;  all  that  he  knew  was  what  appeared  from  the 
books,  which  were  not  kept  by  him,  and  what  his  derk.  Gates, 
told  him.  Gates,  who  received  the  tiote,  and  who  was  said  to 
have  receipted  the  bills,  was  not  produced  as  a  witness. 

III.  The  court  should  have  submitted  to  the  jury  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  was  a  lonafide  holder  of  the 
note,  for  value,  and  not  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  undisputed  evidence  showed  that  the  note  was  without 
consideration,  as  between  the  makers  and  Kohn,  and  had  been 
diverted ;  that  it  had  been  passed  to  the  plaintiff  and  credited 
to  Kohn's  general  account,  and  charged  back  again  when  pro- 
tested, (a.)  The  note  was  received  by  the  plaintiff  on  a  pre- 
cedent debt,  and  the  presumption  is  that  it  was  not  received 
in  payment  {^oel  agt.  Murray^  13  N.  Zl,  158;  Buewell 
Vol.  LIII  47 
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agt.  Poiniery  37  id.j  SISSS).  Even  a  receipt  is  not  condusive 
that  it  was  received  in  absolute  payment  {Bradford  agt.  ^oxy 
88  Jf^  Y.J  289).  (b.)  A  note  taken  for  a  pf ecedent  debt  is 
subject  to  all  equities  between  the  original  parties  {N.  Y. 
Exchange  Co.  agt.  De  Wolfy  3  Bo8.  R.j  86;  Dtmcan  agt. 
Ooschsy  8  id.y  248).  (c.)  When  a  note  is  diverted  the  onus 
is  upon  the  holder  to  show  that  he  is  the  owner  of  it  in  good 
faith,  and  for  value,  and  a  mere  implied  extension  of  time  is 
not  a  valuable  consideration  {PhUbriok  agt.  DvUetty  2  Jones 
dk  Spencer  J  870;  Zaiorence  agt  Clarky  36  iV.  Z".,  128; 
Weaver  agt.  Barden^  49  id.y  286 ;  Ttmier  agt  Treadwatfy 
63  id.y  650 ;  Oa^g  agt.  Whiter  62  irf.,  138).  In  the  case 
of  Lewie  agt.  Rogers  (2  J.  &  S.y  64),  relied  upon  by  the 
respondent,  the  facts  were  different.  The  note  there  had  not 
been  diverted,  and  it  was  not  given  wholly  in  payment  of  a 
precedent  debt,  but  a  portion  of  the  goods  were  sold  and 
delivered  at  the  time  of  its  receipt,  constituting  a  present  sale. 
lY.  The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  should  be 
reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

Richard  S.  Nemcarnbey  attorney  and  counsel  for  plaintifil 
1.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  affirmative,  as  under 
the  issue  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  prove  the  indorsement 
of  the  note.  2.  The  exception  to  the  question  as  to  when 
Hyman  paid  Mayer  money  for  this  note  was  not  well  taken, 
as  defendant  had  previously  proved  that  Hyman  had  paid 
Mayer  for  the  note,  so  that  plaintiff  was,  on  cross-examination, 
clearly  entitled  to  know  when.  3.  Defendants  offer  to  put 
in  evidence  paper  to  show  that  Hyman  agreed  to  pay  all  debts 
of  the  partnership,  was  properly  excluded.  4.  The  check  and 
receipted  bills  were  properly  admitted,  as  tending  to  show 
the  consideration  for  the  note  in  suit  as  between  the  plaintiff 
and  Eohn.  6.  The  direction  of  the  court  was  proper;  there 
was  no  question  for  the  jury,  (a.)  So  far  as  Mayer  was 
concerned  he  had  received  value  for  the  note — as  Hyman 
proved  —  having  received  it  from  him  for  so  much  money. 
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(}.)  Kohn  received  it  from  Hjman  in  consideration  of  $1,200 
paid  by  him  for  Hyman's  account  in  Detroit,  in  addition  to 
the  $8,800  he  received  from  defendant  Mayer,  (o.)  Had 
Eohn  been  the  plaintifE  the  same  direction  would  have  been 
proper,  (d,)  But  plaintiff  as  against  Eohn,  as  well  as  each 
of  the  other  defendants,  was  a  lanajide  holder  for  value  —  he 
accepted  it  on  the  12th  March,.  1874,  as  so  much  cash  in 
absolute  payment  of  Kohn's  account,  and  in  ahsohde  extin- 
guishment of  his  debt — took  it  up,  because  the  latter  was 
liable  as  indorser  at  maturity,  charged  it  back  to  Eohn,  but 
has  never  received  any  thing  upon  account  of  it  {McOuire 
agt  Sinclair^  47  How.^  867 ;  Bright  agt  Jvdson^  47  Bwrb.y 
29 ;  Bv/ms  agt.  Bowland,  40  w?.,  368 ;  Traders^  Bank  agt. 
BradneTy  43  id.j  379 ;  Zeuris  agt.  Rogers^  34  Svp.  CL  -ff.,  64). 
6.  The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Spbib,  J. — The  defendant  Mayer  received  value  for  the 
note,  as  shown  by  his  own  witness  and  co-defendant  Hyman, 
who  proved  that  it  was  given  in  the  firm^s  name  to  Hyman 
for  money  which  the  defendant  Mayer  owed  to  him.  Hyman 
transferred  the  note  to  Eohn  in  consideration  of  $1,200  paid 
by  Eohn  for  Hyman's  account  in  Detroit. 

Prior  to  this  transfer  Eohn  had  deposited  in  Detroit,  on 
Hyman's  account,  $10,000  upon  account,  of  which  at  that 
time  there  was  a  balance  due  to  Eohn  of  $1,200.  Under 
these  facts  it  is  clear  en6ugh  that  had  Eohn  been  the  plain- 
tiff, holding  this  note  as  prosecutor,  the  court  must  have  made 
the  same  disposition  of  the  case  as  on  this  trial. 

The  plaintiff's  title  differs  in  no  material  respect  from  that 
^  of  Eohn.  He  received  the  note  from  him  and  gave  him 
credit,  so  much  cash,  and  at  the  maturity  of  the  note  it  was 
protested  for  non-payment,  and  the  plaintiff  charged  the 
amount  back  to  Eohn,  who  was  liable  as  indorser,  and  took 
it  up  with  his  own  check.  Eohn  has  paid  nothing  to  the 
plaintiff  on  account  of  the  note. 

The  judgment  must  be  affirmed  with  costs. 
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N.  Y.  SUPREME  COURT. 
Samubl  S.  Shiffsb  agt  John  G.  Dietz. 

Beseission  qf  eontnust —  Fraudvlent  sttppresiion  of  f<uA —  Wkm  pwrcham 
may  rescind — EareeuUn's  patoer  qf  sale  —  Tender, 

A  contract  for  the  purchase  of  real  estate,  which  contract  required  the 
seller  to  give  a  perfect  title/ in  fee  simple,  free  from  all  incumbrances, 
may  be  rescinded  where,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  contract 
by  the  seller  and  the  delivery  of  the  deed  thereunder,  he  fraudulently 
suppressed  a  fact  which  rendered  the  title  imperfect.  * 

Where  a  party  has,  by  the  fraudulent  suppression  of  the  existence  of 
incumbrances,  induced  another  to  take  the  title  to  property,  the  pur- 
chaser is  not  bound  to  wait  an  unreasonable  time  in  order  to  give  the 
seller  an  opportunity  to  remove  those  incumbrances  before  he  can 
rescind. 

Where  any  executor  neglects  to  take  upon  himself  the  execution  of  a 
will,  any  power  of  sale  contained  in  the  will  may  be  executed  by  the 
executor  or  executors  who  shall  take  upon  themselves  the  execution  of 
su6h  will. 

About  November,  1873,  the  plaintiff  conveyed  a  part  of  the  premises  in 
question  to  Raynor  &  Morris,  who  were  copartners  with  him  in  his 
purchase.  On  the  20th  of  April,  1876,  the  executors  of  Raynor  and 
Morris,  they  having  died,  reconveyed  this  portion  to  plaintiff,  and  on 
the  25th  of  April,  1876,  this  action  was  oolnmenced  ;  on  the  5th  of  May, 
1876,  the  plaintiff  made  a  general  assignment ;  on  the  sixth  of  Novem- 
ber the  defendant  tendered  a  deed,  executed  by  himself  and  wife,  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  contract  o^  sale  which  the  plaintiff,  by  this  action,  seeks 
to  rescind,  was  executed  in  March,  1872  : 

Eddf  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  lose  his  right  to  rescind  by  his  delay  in 
maldng  the  rescission,  as  such  delay  was  caused  solely  by  the  represen- 
tations of  the  defendant  that  he  would  make  the  title  all  right 

Held,  also,  that  the  conv^ance  to  Raynor  and  Morris  could  not  deprive 
these  parties  of  the  right  of  rescission,  because  such  conveyance  simply 
put  the  legal  title  where,  in  equity,  it  belonged. 

Heldy  further,  that  the  conveyances  to  plaintiff  vested  in  him  the  whole 
title  to  the  property,  and  his  deed  tendered  to  the  defendant  was,  there- 
fore, sufficient. 
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The  sabsequent  asaigiiment  of  the  plaintiff  could  not  change  the  status  of 
the  parties,  which  had  become  fixed  on  the  25th  of  AprU,  1870. 

Special  Temiy  Marchj  1877. 

Van  Beunt,  J. — Every  principle  of  equity  demands  that 
the  plaintiff  should  be  decreed  the  relief  sought  in  this  action, 
unless  some  plain  principles  of  law  must  be  violated  in  the 
granting  of  such  relief.  . 

This  action  is  brought  to  rescind  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  real  estate,  which  contract  required  the  seller  to  give 
a  perfect  title,  ill  fee  simple,  free  from  all  incumbrances  upon 
the  ground,  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  this  contract 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  delivery  of  the  deed  thereunder, 
he  fraudulently  suppressed  the  fact  of  his  having  a  wife  liv- 
ilDg,  whose  release  of  dower  was  necessary  to  convey  to  the 
plaintiff  a  perfect  title 

The  evidence  seems  to  establish  the  fraudulent  suppression 
of  this  fact  beyond  all  question.  The  plaintiff,  prior  to  Octo- 
ber, 1869,  had  well  known  the  defendant  and  knew  that  he 
was  a  married  man.  He  also  knew  that  in  October,  1869, 
the  defendant's  wife  died.  In  September,  1871,  the  defendant 
was  secretly  married  to  one  Harriet  Dietz.  In  the  fall  of  that 
year  the  defendant  spoke  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  loss  of  his 
wife,  and  about  his  feeling  low-spirited  in  consequence  thereof. 
At  or  about  the  time  of  making  the  contract  for  the  sale  of 
this  property,  in  March,  1872,  the  defendant  told  the  plaintiff 
that  he  sold  the  property  because  he  wanted  to  go  to  Europe, 
as  he  bad  lost  his  wife  a  year  or  so  before  and  felt  melancholy. 
Each  of  these  statements  about  the  loss  of  his  wife  and  the 
melancholy  condition  of  his  feelings  was  made  after  his  mar- 
riage with  Harriet  Dietz.  It  appears  from  the  evidence  that 
inquiries  were  made  of  the  family  of  Mr.  Dietz  as  to  whether 
he  was  married  or  not,  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  and  he 
was  informed  that  he  was  not. 

The  defendant  well  knew  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  known 
of  this  second  marriage  at  the  time  of  the  entry  into  the  con- 
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tract  and  the  taking  of  the  deed,  he  would  not  have  accepted 
the  title  without  the  release  of  dower  of  the  second  wife. 
There  is  not  the  slightest  pretense  that  he  did  not  know  this 
fact,  but  he  attempts  to  excuse  himself  for  this  fraudulent 
suppression  by  asserting  that  he  didn't  suppose  his  second 
marriage  was  valid,  because  he  believed  at  the  time  he  married 
her  that  she  had  a  husband  living. 

In  the  fall  of  1872  the  defendant  seems  to  have  realized 
the  fact  that  the  first  husband  of  his  second  wife  was  an  indi- 
vidual whose  existence  it  was  impossible  to  prove,  and  that 
there  was  no  such  way  to  avoid  his  marriage  as  he  had  sup- 
posed. In  March,  1873,  he  comtnenced  a  suit  for  divorce 
against  his  wife  on  the  ground  of  adultery.  In  the  summer 
of  that  year  the  plaintiff  first  learned  that  any  person  claimed 
to  be  the  wife  of  Dietz.  About  November,  1873,  the  defend- 
ant called  upon  the  plaintiff  for  interest  upon  the  mortgages, 
when  the  plaintiff  told  Dietz  of  the  defect  in  the  title.  His 
reply  was  that  a  woman  was  attempting  to  blackmail  him, 
and  he  would  have  it  settled  in  a  very  short  time,  and  before 
the  next  interest  fell  due  he  would  have  it  all  arranged,  and 
relying  upon  these  representations  of  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  paid  the  interest  then  due.  The  plaintiff  conveyed, 
about  this  time,  a  part  of  the  premises  to  Raynor  and  Morris, 
who  were  copartner  with  him  in  his  purchase. 

The  defendant  repeatedly  told  the  plaintiff,  during  the 
progress  of  the  divorce  suit,  that  if  he  could  not  make  the 
title  good  he  would  return  the  money,  evidently  expecting  to 
perfect  the  title  by  a  decree  favorable  to  himself  in  the  divorce 
case.  Finally,  in  July,  1874,  a  decree  of  divorce  was  refused 
to  the  plaintiff,  they  both  having  been  convicted  of  adultery. 
Then  the  defendant's  attorney  having  conceived  the  idea  that 
his  wife,  having  been  convicted  of  adultery,  was  no  longer 
entitled  to  dower  in  his  estate,  at  his  own  expense  had  a  case 
carried  to  the  court  of  appeals  for  the  purpose  of  testing  this 
question.  In  January,  1876,  that  case  was  decided  against 
the  theory  of  defendant's  counsel. 
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On  the  20th  of  April,  1876,  the  executors  of  Raynor  and 
Morris,  they  having  died,  reconvejed  the  portions  of  the 
premises  conveyed  to  Baynor  and  Morris  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
on  the  26th  of  April,  1876,  this  action  was  commenced,  and 
on  the  6th  of  May,  1876,  the  plaintiff  made  a  general  assign- 
ment to  one  Jacobs.  On  the  1st  of  November,  1876,  the 
defendant  tendered  a  deed,  execated  by  his  wife  and  self,  to 
the  plaintiff. 

It  is  daimed  by  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  lost  his 
right  to  rescind  by  bis  delay  in  making  the  rescission,  and  by 
the  fact  of  his  having  conveyed  interests  in  the  property  to 
Baynor  and  Morris. 

•     

It  is  perfectly  clear  from  the  evidence  in  the  case  that  the 
plaintiff's  delay  in  making  his  rescission  was  caused  solely  by 
the  representations  of  the  defendant  that  he  would  make  the 
title  all  right,  as  he  expected  to  do  at  first  by  the  divorce  suit, 
and  after  his  expectations  in  that  regard  had  been  defeated, 
as  he  hoped  to  do  by  a  favorable  decision  in  the  case  carried 
to  the  court  of  appeals.  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  plaintiff 
should  have  been  required,  after  having  thus  long  waited  for 
the  defendant  to  perfect  this  title,  to  suffer  any  further  delay. 
It  certainly  could  not  have  been  expected  that  he  should  have 
waited  nearly  another  year  after  the  decision  in  the  court  of 
appeals  to  enable  the  defendant  to  perfect  his  title. 

The  case  of  Meyer  agt  DeMier  (52  N.  Z.,  647)  is  no 
authority  for  the  proposition  that  where  a  party  has,  by  the 
fraudulent  suppression  of  evidence  of  the  existence  of  incum- 
brances, induced  another  to  take  the  title  to  the  property, 
that  before  the  purchaser  can  rescind  he  must  give  the  seller 
a  reasonable  opportunity  to  remove  those  incumbrances. 

The  conveyance  to  Raynor  and  Morris  could  not  depriye 
these  parties  of  the  right  of  rescission,  because  such  convey- 
ances simply  put  the  legal  title  where,  in  equity,  it  belonged. 

By  the  wills  of  both  Baynor  and  Morris  the  executors,  the 
survivor  or  survivors  of  them,  were  empowered  to  convey 
any  portion  of  the  real  estate. 


1 
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Jt  appears,  from  the  certificate  of  the  surrogate,  offered  in 
evidence,  that  of  the  executors  named  in  Raynor's  will, 
Sarah  E.  was  the  oulj  one  that  qualified ;  and  that  of  the 
executors  named  in  the  will  of  Peter  Morris,  John  H.  Morris 
a^ne  qualified,  and  the  deeds  to  Schiffer  were  executed  by 
these  sole  acting  executors.  The  Bevised  Statutes  {second, 
vdttmey  109,  section  55),  expressly  provides  that  where  any 
executor  neglects  to  take  upon  himself  the  execution  of  a 
will,  any  power  of  sale  contained  in  the  will  may  be  Executed 
by  the  executor  or  executors  who  shall  take  upon  themselves 
the  execution  of  such  will.  The  conveyances,  therefore,  to 
Schiffer  vested  in  him  the  whole  title  to  the  property,  and 
the  plaintiff's  deed  tendered  to  the  defendant  was,  therefore, 
sufficient 

Alt  to  the  question  of  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is 
apparent  that  it  was  understood  that  in  case  the  tender  of 
the  plaintiff  was  accepted,  possession  of  the  premises  was  at 
the  defendant's  disposal.  The  subsequent  assignment  of  the 
plaintiff  could  not  change  the  status  of  the  parties,  which  had 
become  fixed  on  the  25di  of  April,  1876. 

There  should  be  a  reference  to  determine  the  amounts  which 
the  plaintiff  has  realized  from  the  property,  and  the  amounts 
which  he  has  paid  out  thereon,  and  for  the  balance  he  shoald 
have  judgment  against  the  defendant,  and  also  a  judgment 
cancelling  the  bonds  and  mortgages  given  for  part  of  the 
purchase-money,  with  costs. 
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K  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Id  the  matter  of  the  aeignment  of  Abraham  S.  Herman  to 

David  Fobohhbimbb. 

Assignee —  CitaUon  by  creditor  to  (tccount — Answer — Bankruptcy —  Gomr 

position. 

There  is  no  power  to  deprive  a  creditor  of  the  right  to  demand  and  insist 
upon  an  account  being  rendered  by  an  assignee  under  the  state  law. 

The  answer  of  the  assignee  that  after  the  assignment  a  petition  had  been 
filed  in  bankrupt(P^,  and  a  composition  effected  by  the  assignor,  there- 
upon he  surrendered  to  them  the  assigned  estate,  presents  no  reason 
why  he  should  not  be  required  to  render  his  account. 

The  creditors,  by  yirtue  of  the  assignment  and  its  acceptance  by  the 
assignee,  acquired  certain  vested  rights  in  the  assigned  estate,  of  which 
they  could  not  be  divested  by  the  bankruptcy  proceedings. 

They  could  only  be  divested  of  these  rights  either  by  a  bill  in  equity,  or 
by  their  consent  in  the  resolution  of  the  creditors  accepting  the  compo- 
sition that  the  assigned  estate  should  be  returned  to  the  assignor. 

Although  the  petitioning  creditors  presented  their  claims  and  proofs  of 
claims  before  the  register  in  bankruptcy,  and  appeared  during  the 
examination  and  proceeding  before  the  register,  the  right  to  an  account- 
ing is  not  affected  thereby. 

Special  Term^  March^  1877. 

To  the  honorable  the  jvdges  of  the  court  of  common  pleas 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York : 

The  petition  of  Robert  W.  Aborn,  James  Moir  and 
Edward  Baldwin,  eomposing  the  firm  of  Aborn,  Moir  &  Co., 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  respectfully  shows : 

That  they  are  residents  of  the  city  and  county  of  New 

York,  and  creditors  of  Abraham  S.  Herman  to  the  amoont 

of  $1,759.88,  for  merchandise  by  your  said  petitioners  sold 

and  delivered  to  the  said  Abraham  S.  Herman,  between  uid 
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including  the  18th  day  of  May  and  the  22d  day  of  July,  1875, 
none  of  which  has  been  paid. 

That  on  the  5th  day  of  October,  1875,  said  Abraham  S. 
Herman  executed  and  delivered  to  David  Forchheimer  an 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  which  assignment 
was,  on  the  5th  day  of  November,  1875,  duly  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  and 
to  which  said  assignment  your  petitioners  crave  leave  to  refer. 

That  the  said  Forchheimer  accepted  said  assignment,  and 
the  trusts  created  thereunder,  and  received  into  his  posses- 
sion, under  said  assignment,  personal  property  exceeding  in 
value  the  sum  of  $5,000,  as  your  petitioners  are  informed  and 
verily  believe. 

That  the  said  David  Forchheimer  has  not  filed  an  account 
as  such  assignee,  as  required  by  the  State,  although  more 
than  one  year  has  elapsed  since  such  assignment  and  the  filing 
thereof,  and  no  inventory  of  the  assets  of  the  said  Abraham 
S.  Herman  has  been  filed. 

Wherefore  your  petitioners  pray  that  a  citation  or  sum- 
mons be  issued  out  of  and  under  the  seal  of  this  court, 
directing  the  said  David  Forchheimer  forthwith  to  appear 
before  the  court,  or  any  judge  thereof,  and  show  cause  why 
an  account  of  the  trust  fund  created  by  said  assignment 
should  not  be  made,  why  the  claim  of  your  petitioners  should 
not  be  paid,  and  why  such  other  proceedings  should  not  be 
had  in  the  premises  as  may  seem  proper. 

ROBERT  W.  ABORN, 

ABORN,  MOIR  &  CO., 

ly  R.  W.  Abobn,  in  liq'n. 

PeUtioners. 
Rich'q  S.  Newoombb, 

Attorney  for  Petitioner^  268  Broadway y  If.  T. 

Ctty  and  County  op  New  Toek,  %s,  : 

Robert  W  Aborn,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  has  read 
the  foregoing  petition,  and  knows  the  contents  thereof;  that 
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the  same  is  true  of  hia  own  knowledge,  except  as  to  matters 
therein  stated  on  information  and  belief,  and  as  to  those 
matters  he  believes  it  to  be  true. 

ABORN,  MOIR  &  00., 

by  R.  W.  Abobn,  in  liq'n 
Sworn  to  before  me,  ) 
January  16,  1877.    ) 

Jambs  Tatlob, 

Notary  Pvhlic^  N.  T.  Co. 

* 

To  David  Fobohheimeb  : 

Ton  are  hereby  cited,  summoned  and  required  personally 
to  appear  before  me,  the  undersigned,  or  one  of  the  judges 
of  the  court  of  common  pleas  in  and  for  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York,  at  a  special  term  to  be  held  at  chambers 
thereof,  at  the  county  court-house,  in  the  city  of  New  fork, 
on  the  26th  day  of  January,  1877,  at  half  past  ten  o'clock  in* 
the  forenoon,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  counsel  can  be  heard, 
and  show  cause  why  an  account  of  the  trust  fund  created  by 
the  assignment  made  to  you  by  Abraham  8.  Herman  of  all 
'  his  estate,  &c.,  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  dated  on 
the  5th  day  of  October,  1875,  should  not  be  had,  why  such 
assignee  should  not  pay  the  claim  of  the  petitioner,  and  why 
such  other  or  further  proceedings  should  not  be  had  as  may 
seem  proper. 

Dated  New  York,  16^A  Janucm/y  1877. 

GEORGE  M.  VAN  HOESEN, 

Judge  Common  Pleas* 

The  assignee  under  the  state  law  appeared  by  A.  J. 
DittenhaqfeTy  and  answered  by  stating  that  after  the  assign- 
ment a  petition  had  been  filed  in  bankruptcy  and  composition 
effected  by  the  assignor,  whereupon  the  assignee  surrendered 
to  them  the  assigned  estate. 

RicJux/td  8.  Newcomhe^  of  counsel  for  petition  creditors, 
answered  as  follows : 
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Matter  of  Herman. 

This  is  a  citation  by  creditors  to  the  assignee  nnder  the 
state  law  to  render  his  accoant  as  assignee,  to  which  a  creditor 
is  entitled  as  of  course,  and  there  is  no  potjoer  to  deprive  the 
creditor  of  ike  right  to  demand  and  msist  upon  an  account 
being  rendered.  The  assignee,  by  the  assignment,  accepted 
a/ad  agreed  to  perform  certain  trustSy  and  the  creditors,  as 
they  have  a  right  to,  demand  now,  an  account  of  his  steward- 
ship. Perhaps^  upon  an  accounting  being  had,  the  court 
will  allow  the  assignee  to  prove  that  he  delivered  over  the 
assigned  estate  to  the  assignor,  with  the  approval  of  the  United 
States  court,  but  as  yet  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  did,  nor 
would  it  be  proper  until  his  account  was  being  examined. 
But  the  creditors,  by  virtue  of  the  assignment  and  its  accept- 
ance by  the  assignee,  acquired  certain  vested  rights  in  tiie 
assigned  estate,  of  which  they  cannot  be  divested  by  the 
action  of  the  United  States  court  in  the  proceedings  stated. 
They  could  only  have  been  divested  of  these  rights  either  by 
a  bill  in  equity,  or  by  their  consent  in  the  resolution  of  the 
creditors  accepting  the  composition  that  .the  assigned  estate 
should  be  returned  to  the  assignor ;  no  evidence  of  either  is 
offered,  nor  were  such  the  facts.  There  is  nothing  to  talk 
about ;  the  creditors  are  entitled  to  an  accounting ;  and  the 
fiEict  stated  in  the  assignor's  affidavit,  that  the  petitioning 
creditors  presented  their  claims  and  proofs  of  claims  before 
the  register  in  bankruptcy,  and  appeared  during  the  exami- 
nation and  proceeding  before  the  register,  does  not  affect  our 
position,  nor  would  it  even  although  it  was  charged  that  we 
proved  our  claim  (which  would  be  materially  different  to  the 
statement  made),  nor  if  we  participated  in  the  proceedings 
Jbefore  the  register,  instead  of  ^^  appeared  during  the  exami- 
nation "  {He  Bosenierg^  2  Bank.  Beg.y  81 ;  Be  Bobinsonj 
2  Nat,  BamkBeg.y  108).  The  creditors  are  clearly  entitled 
to  have  an  account  rendered  by  this  assignee  of  what  property 
came  into  his  hands  under  the  assignment  in  question,  and 
what  he  did  with  it,  and  upon  that  account  being  rendered 
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by  him  will  arifie  the  question  whether  or  not  he  is  liable  to 
the  nnsatifified  creditors  of  the  assignor. 

Dated  New  Toek,  March  1, 1877. 

At  the  close  of  the  arguments,  Labbemobb,  <7I,  made  the 
following  order : 

Upon  reading  and  fiUng  the  petition  of  Kobert  W.  Abom 
and  others,  composing  the  firm  of  Abom,  Moir  &  Co.,  order 
to  show  cause  and  citation  to  said  David  Forchheimer  to  show 
cause  why  the  prayer  of  said  petition  should  not  be  granted, 
and  the  affidavit  of  Abraham  S.  Herman  in  opposition  thereto, 
and  after  hearing  Bichard  S.  Newcombe,  of  counsel  for  the 
petitioners,  in  support  thereof,  and  Abraham  J.  Dittenhoefer, 
Esq.,  of  counsel  for  the  opposition  thereto. 

Now,  on  motion  of  Richard  S.  Newcombe,  attorney  for  the 
said  petitioners,  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  David  Forchheimer, 
within  five  days  from  the  service  of  a  copy  of  this  order  upon 
his  attorneys,  file  his  account  as  assignee  of  the  estate  of 
Abraham  S.  Herman. 
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N.  T.  SUPREME  COURT, 
Amos  R.  End  agt.  Thb  Matob,  &o. 

Oontraet — Bond — 8wreUe% — want  qf  pubUccUian — Assessment — aetian  to 

restrain  Us  eoUeeiion, 

A  resolution  of  the  common  council  of  the  city  of  New  York,  authorizing 
work  to  be  done,  is  required  to  be  published  in  the  corporation  papers, 
and  the  want  of  publication  is  fatal  to  a  contract 

The  legislature  cannot  by  an  ex  post  facto  law  make  a  party  liable  for  dam- 
ages for  the  failure  to  perform  a  contract  which  at  the  time  of  its  breach 
was  void. 

Where  the  contractor  abandoned  his  contract  in  1871,  and  the  legislation 
validating  the  contracts  took  place  subsequent  to  that  time,  the  rights 
of  the  sureties  on  the  bond  of  the  contractor  had  become  fixed  and  could 
not  be  affected  thereby. 

The  municipal  authorities  of  the  city  of  New  York  are  the  agents  of  the 
property  owners,  and  a  bond  of  a  contractor  taken  for  the  faithful  per- 
formance of  his  contract  is  taken  for  their  benefit,  and  in  case  of  the 
non-f  ulfiUment  of  the  contract  the  bond  should  be  collected,  and  the 
amount  thereof  applied  in  diminution  of  the  assessment. 

An  action  may  be  maintained  by  a  property  owner  to  restrain  the  corpo- 
ration of  the  city  of  New  York  from  collecting  an  assessment  without 
crediting  him  with  the  proportionate  amount  of  a  bond  given  by  a  con- 
tractor for  the  fidthfUl  performance  of  his  contract,  and  which  he  fiiOed 
to  perform,  the  work  under  which  being  done  by  a  subsequent  con- 
tractor at  a  much  higher  rate. 

Special  Term^  May,  1877. 

Van  Beunt,  J. — This  is  an  action  to  restrain  the  defend- 
ants  from  collecting  an  assessment  without  crediting  him  with 
the  proportionate  amount  of  a  bond  given  by  a  contractor  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  his  contract,  and  which  he  failed 
to  perform,  the  work  under  which  being  done  by  a  subsequent 
contractor  at  a  much  higher  rate. 
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Upon  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  in  this  action  the  court 
of  appeals  held  that  the  action  could  be  maintained,  and  in 
considering  the  opinion  of  tha  court  of  appeals  it  is  necessary 
to  remember  that  the  demurrer  admitted  the  contract  with 
Moore  to  be  valid,  and  that  the  defendants  had  a  cause  of 
action  against  the  sureties  upon  his  bond  for  his  failure  to 
perfom  his  contract,  which  they  refused  to  enforce. 

The  court  held  that  the  municipal  authorities  were  the 
agents  of  the  property  owners ;  that  the  bond  was  taken  for 
their  benefit,  and  it  should  have  been  collected  and  the 
amount  thereof  applied  in  diminution  of  the  assessment.  In 
the  case  now,  however,  the  defendants  claim  to  have  shown 
that  the  resolution  authorizing  the  work  never  having  been 
published  according  to  law,  the  contract  was  void,  and  the 
sureties  upon  the  bond  could  not  have  been  held  for  the 
failure  of  the  contractor  to  perform  his  contract. 

It  is  clear  that  if  the  contractor  had  no  claim  against  the 
defendants  because  of  the  want  of  publication  of  the  resolu- 
tion, authorizing  the  work,  the  contract  was  void  as  to  both 
parties,  and  neither  could  be  held  under  it. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  the  want  of  publication, 
as  required  by  law,  was  fatal  to  a  contract. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  court  of  appeals  have  held,  in  the 
MaUer  ofBv^ke  (62  N,  Z".,  225),  that  there  was  no  necessity  for 
the  publication  of  the  resolution  in  the  New  York  Leader,  in 
the  year  1868.  I  am  unable  to  find  any  such  decision  in  the 
opinion  rendered  in  that  case.  The  court  did  decide  that  the 
designation  of  the  New  York  Leader,  as  a  corporation  paper, 
in  1867,  was  limited  to  the  year  1867  only.  It  was  further 
held  that  the  proceedings  of  the  common  council,  which,  in 
that  case,  were  claimed  to  be  invalid  for  want  of  publication, 
were  had  in  1868,  and  that  it  did  not  appear  that  they  were 
not  published  in  the  papers  employed  in  that  year,  nor  that 
a  new  designation  of  the  Leader  had  been  made  in  1868.  It 
was  further  held,  that  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  no  desig- 
nation of  papers  had  been  made,  it  was  not  to  be  presumed 
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that  the  authorized  officers  had  failed  to  make  a  designation 
of  some  papers  as  required  by  law. 

In  the  case  now  at  bar,  it  'is  expr^ly  proven  that  such 
fiailure  had  been  made,  bringing  it  clearly  within  the  cases 
out  of  which  the  want  of  that  evidence,  the  court  says,  took 
^he  case  of  Burke.  In  the  opinion  of  the  court,  rendered  in 
this  case  upon  the  demurrer,  the  court  held  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendants  to  prosecute  this  bond ;  but  it  now 
appearing  that  the  defendants  having  no  cause  of  action  upon 
the  bond,  clearly  no  duty  devolves  upon  them  to  attempt  to 
prosecute  it. 

But,  it  is  claimed  upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  even 
if  the  contract  was  originally  void,  it  was  validated  by  subse- 
quent action  of  the  legislature.  It  was  somewhat  difficult  to 
see  how  the  legislature  could,  by  any  ex  post  facto  law,  make 
a  party  liable  for  damages  for  the  failure  to  perform  a  contract 
which,  at  the  time  of  its  breach,  was  void.  The  most  that 
the  courts  have  held,  is  that  the  legislature  by  its  action  has 
ratified  the  contracts  made  by  the  defendants,  and  that  the 
contractor,  if  he  has  fulfilled  his  part  of  the  contract,  caD 
compel  the  defendants  to  perform  theirs,  notwithstanding  its 
invalidity.  The  contractor,  Moore,  abandoned  his  contract  in 
June,  1871,  and  it  was  subsequent  to  that  time  that  the  legisla- 
tion validating  the  contracts  took  place,  and  clearly  could  not 
affect  rights  which  had  then  already  become  fixed. 

As  to  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  Moore  was  estopped 
from  claiming  that  the  contract  was  invalid,  it  is  only  neces- 
sary to  say  that,  as  it  is  certain  that  Moore  could  not  have 
recovered  any  thing  against  the  city,  the  city  could  not  hold 
him  to  his  contract.  The  plaintiffs  further  claim  that  they 
are  entitled  to  have  some  deduction  made  for  the  $10,000 
paid  for  work  done  upon  the  Moore  contract.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  acts  of  the  legislature  of  the  years  1872  and  1874 
expressly  authorize  the  inclusion  in  the  assessment  of  any 
amount  paid  out  for  work  done  under  these  contracts. 

The  defendants  are  entitled  to  jadgment,  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Isaac  G.  Gale  agt.  The  New  York  Central  and  Hudson 

River  Railroad  Company. 

AeUanfor  a  personal  ir^ury  —  New  trial — Excessive  damages  —  Newly -dis- 
covered evidence  —  Mueonduct  of  ajiiror — Waiver —  Oosis. 

In  actions  for  personal  ir^uries  the  court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  of  excessive  damages,  unless  the  damages  are  so  outrageous  as  to 
strike  eyery  one  with  the  enormity  and  injustice  of  them,  and  so  as  to 
induce  the  court  to  believe  that  the  jury  must  have  acted  from  passion, 
prejudice,  partiality  or  corruption. 

It  is  not  enough  to  say  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  damages  are 
too  high,  and  that  U  would  have  given  much  less.  It  is  the  judgment 
of  the  jury,  and  not  the  judgment  of  the  court,  which  is  to  assess  the 
damages  in  actions  for  personal  torts  or  ir^uries. 

Although  there  are  cases  in  which  the  court  has  sometimes  reduced  verdicts 
where  the  damages  were  excessive;  it  would  seem  to  be  a  doubtful  prac- 
tice in  actions  for  personal  injuries.  A  jury,  and  a  jury  only,  under 
the  laws  of  our  state,  unless  otherwise  agreed  upon  by  the  parties,  is 
the  body  to  whom  the  duty  of  assessing  damages  in  actions  of  this 
character  is  confided,  and  the  law  which  enables  a  judge  to  fix  and  limit 
a  recovery  after  verdict  would  seem  to  apply  equally  as  well  to  a  case 
btfore  verdict. 

The  better  practice  would  seem  to  be,  where  the  verdict  is  so  excessive  as 
to  justify  the  conclusion  that  it  is  the  result  of  partiality,  prejudice  or 
2omiption,  to  set  it  aside  and  order  a  new  trial,  and  thus  allow  a  new 
jury  to  assess  the  damages. 

A  new  trial  will  not  be  granted  on  the  ground  of  newly-discovered  evidence 
where  the  evidence  claimed  to  be  newly  discovered  is  cumulative,  evi- 
dence of  a  similar  character  having  been  introduced  upon  the  trial. 

The  alleged  declarations  of  jurors  as  to  the  grounds  of  their  verdict,  can- 
not be  received  to  impeach  it.  The  affidavits  of  the  jurors  themselves 
could  not  be  received  for  that  purpose,  and  much  less  their  unsworn 
statements  made  to  a  third  person. 

If  the  prevailing  party  to  an  action,  with  a  view  of  influencing  a  juror  by 
placing  him  under  obligations  to  him,  seeks  and  obtains  an  opportunity 
Vol.  lei  49 
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so' to  do,  a  new  trial  will  be  granted.  In  such  case  the  court  could  see 
that  an  effort  had  been  made  to  Improperly  influence,  and  it  would 
not  stop  to  Inquire  whether  the  attempt  had  or  had  not  been  successful, 
but  would  assume  that  the  party  had,  at  least,  partly  succeeded  in  that 
which  he  had  attempted. 

When,  however,  the  couit  is  satisfied  that  there  has  been  no  attempt  by 
the  successful  party  to  unduly  influence  a  juror,  either  by  conversation 
or  by  placing  him  under  obligations,  and  that  his  action  has  not  in 
fact  been  improperly  influenced,  then,  even  though  the  act  may  have 
been  indiscreet,  the  court  will  not  disturb  the  verdict. 

On  a  Friday  during  the  progress  of  the  trial,  the  jury  having  been  dis- 
charged till  the  following  Monday,  one  of  the  jurors,  being  about 
twelve  miles  from  home  and  having  failed  to  obtain  any  other  equally 
comfortable  opportunity  to  reach  his  residence,  asked  the  plaintiff,  who 
had  to  go  for  a  number  of  miles  in  the  same  direction,  for  permission  to 
ride  with  him.  To  this  the  plaintiff  consented.  It  was  abundantly 
shown  that  nothing  whatever  concerning  the  cause  upon  trial  was 
spoken  of  or  discussed,  nor  were  any  words  exchanged  between  the 
juror  and  the  plaintiff,  except  when  the  juror  left  the  sleigh,  at  the  pomt 
where  their  routes  homewards  diverged,  the  juror  thanked  the  plain- 
tiff for  kindness.  Before  the  close  of  the  trial  the  juror  reported 
what  he  had  done  to  the  court,  and  the  fact  was  known  to  the  defend- 
ant's counsel,  who  made  no  objection  to  the  juror  for  this  reason.  On 
motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  for  this  cause: 

Held,  that  the  act  done  was  not  an  officious  one  thrust  by  the  prevailing 
party  upon  the  juror  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  his  good  will  and 
thus  influencing  action,  but  it  was  the  result  of  neighborly  courtesy  and 
kindness,  without  any  evil  intent  whatever,  and  is  no  ground  for  dis- 
turbing the  verdict 

Eeldj  also,  that  the  fact  that  the  juror  rode  home  with  the  plaintiff  being 
known  to  the  defendant's  counsel  before  the  close  of  the  trial,  whilst 
the  defendant  would  not,  perhaps,  be  precluded  from  raising  any  objec- 
tion founded  upon  any  improper  attempt  to  influence,  which  was  then 
unknown,  yet  the  objection,  based  upon  the  mere  ride  with  the  plaintiff, 
because  not  then  made,  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived. 

An  allowance  to  the  plaintiff  of  two  and  one-half  per  cent  for  costs  on 
the  verdict  of  $14,000  denned  sufficient  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case. 

Albany  Circuit  and  Special  Term^  May^  1877. 

* 

lioTioK  by  defendant  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  with  ezoep- 
tionB,  and  also  apon  aflidavits  relating  to  alleged  newlj- 
disooYered  evidence,  and  miecondnct  of  a  juror. 
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Matthew  Haley  for  defendant  and  the  motion. 
Parker  cfe  Counbryma/n^  for  plaintiff  and  opposed. 

Wb8tbbook,  J,  —  This  cause  was  tried  at  the  January, 
1877,  Albany  circuit,  before  the  judge  giving  this  opinion, 
and  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum 
of  $14,000.     The  facts  of  the  case  were  these :  On  the  8th . 
day  of  July,  1873,  the  plaintiff  was  driving  a  pair  of  horses 
to  a  wagon  laden  with  pressed  hay  from  his  home  in  West- 
erlo,  Albany  county,  to  Coeymans  Landing.    The  distance 
between  the  two  points  was  thirteen  and  a  half  miles.     The 
road  which  the  plaintiff  traveled  was  known  as  the  Coey- 
mans and  Westerlo  turnpike,  and  its  general  direction  was 
east  and  west.     About  one  or  two  miles  from  Coeymans 
Landing,  the  Athens  and  Schenectady  branch  of  the  defend- 
ant's railroad,  the  general  direction  of  which  is  north-westerly 
and  south-easterly,  crosses  the  said  turnpike  road,  and  in 
pasising  over  the  railroad  track,  in  consequence  solely,  as  the 
plaintiff  claimed  and  as  the  jury  must  have  found,  of  the 
railroad  crossing  being  rough  and  out  of  repair,  the  wagon 
of  the  plaintiff  broke  down,  causing  him  to  fall  so  heavily  as 
to  break  his  right  leg  near  the  hip.     The  plaintiff  was  con- 
fined constantly  to  his  bed  until  the  first  of  October  follow- 
ing, and  his  injured  limb  is  now  shortened  one  and  a  half 
inches,  compelling  him  to  use  two  crutches,  and  permanently 
incapacitating  him  for  general  labor.    At  the  time  of  the 
injury  the  plaintiff  was  forty-five  years  of  age,  an  unusually 
healthy  and  vigorous  man,  and  had  been  and  still  is  (so  far 
as  his  disabled  condition  allows )  an  industrious  and  intelligent 
farmer. 

The  questions  of  fact  which  the  case  involves,  were,  as  we 
think,  after  a  careful  reading  of  the  charge,  impartially  and 
without  any  coloring  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  the  result 
was  the  verdict  above  stated.  Upon  the  subject  of  damages 
the  jury  were  charged :   "  If  you  come  to  the  question  of 
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damages,  then  you  will  see  that  the  injury  was  a  serious  ona 
The  right  leg  was  broken  near  the  hip ;  he  was  confined  to 
his  house  for  several  months,  and  the  injury  is  probably 
incurable.     Your  damages  should  be  by  way  of  compensation 

—  you  are  not  to  punish,  but  compensate  —  you  are  to  make 
the  plaintiff  good  and  whole  in  dollars  and  cents  for  the  loss 
he  received  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  if  you  find 
for  the  plaintiff.  For  the  remainder  of  his  life  he  will  be 
unable  to  labor  as  he  has  done  in  times  that  are  past ;  and 
there  is  the  bill  of  the  physician,  sixty-seven  dollars  and 
twenty-five  cents.  You  can  add  also,  by  way  of  compensa- 
tion, redress  for  the  pain  and  inconvenience  he  suffered 
during  the  three  months  he  was  confined  to  his  bed  and 
house;  you  can  compensate  him  for  the  pain  and  incon- 
venience he  may  suffer  during  the  remainder  of  his  life,  if 
you  find  the  injury  will  be  permanent,  and  that  plaintiff 
should  recover ;  you  are  to  measure  out  damages  upon  the 
principles  of  absolute  justice  and  right.  In  this  court-room 
we  administer  justice,  not  according  to  who  the  parties  are, 
but  according  to  the  right  and  truth  in  every  case.  We  have 
not  a  scale  in  which  we  weigh  railroad  cases,  another  in  which 
to  weigh  other  cases.  We  endeavor,  as  Qod  gives  us  light, 
to  weigh  each  case  fairly  and  impartially ;  and  you  are  to 
render  such  a  judgment  as  will  be  approved  by  your  own 
consciences  and  by  Him  who  knows  all  hearts."  This  portion 
of  the  charge  is  given  in  full,  because,  in  considering  the  first 
point  made  by  the  defendant,  upon  its  motion  for  a  new  trial 

—  the  alleged  excessiveness  of  the  verdict  awarded  —  it  is 
important  to  see  if  any  thing  was  said  to  the  jury  upon  the 
subject  of  damages  calculated  to  mislead,  or  to  excite. 
Assuming  that  nothing  which  could  have  had  such  an  effect 
was  said,  this  ground  for  a  new  trial  will  now  be  considered. 

In  discussing  the  point,  the  remarks  of  Kent,  C.  J.,  in 
Coleman  agt.  Hmthwick  (9  Johnson^  45),  which  has  often 
been  approved  {see^  among  other  caaes^  Collins  agt.  The  A. 
and  S.  R.  R,  Co.y  12  Ba/rhour^  496),  should  be  borne  in 
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mind :  "  The  question  of  damages  was  within  the  proper  and 
peculiar  province  of  the  jury.  It  rested  in  their  sound  dis- 
cretion, under  all  the  circumstances,  and  unless  the  damages 
are  so  outrageous  as  to  strike  every  one  with  the  enormity 
and  injustice  of  them,  and  so  to  induce  the  court  to  believe 
that  the  jury  must  have  acted  from  prejudice,  partiality  or 
corruption,  we  cannot,  consistently  with  the  precedents, 
interfere  with  the  verdict.  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  damages  are  too  high,  and  that 
we  would  have  given  much  less.  It  is  the  judgment  of  the 
jury,  and  not  the  judgment  of  the  court,  which  is  to  assess 
the  damages  in  actions  for  personal  torts  and  injuries." 
Applying  these  principles  to  the  case  before  us,  let  us  see 
what  elements  of  damages  the  jury  had  to  consider :  First. 
The  actual  loss  in  dollars  and  cents  to  a  man  of  fortv-five, 
before  that  in  full  health  and  vigor,  who  is  rendered  unfit  for 
general  labor.  How  many  years  of  active  and  profitable 
personal  toil  remained  to  him,  and  what  would  that  toil  and 
labor  have  been  worth  to  him  each  year,  if  the  wrongful  and 
negligent  act  of  the  defendant  had  not  deprived  him  thereof? 
Second.  The  pain  and  shock  of  the  fall  and  fracture  continued 
acutely  during  the  months  he  was  confined  to  his  bed,  with 
his  limb  drawn  down  with  a  strap  so  as  to  prevent  its  con- 
traction, and  also  continued  with  more  or  less  violence  to  the 
present  time.  Third.  The  pain  and  inconvenience  which  he 
must  endure  during  the  remainder  of  his  life,  every  physical 
step  in  which  is  an  inconvenience  and  a  reminder  of  what  he 
once  was,  and  of  his  present  actual  condition ;  and,  fourth. 
The  cost  of  medical  and  other  attendance  during  the  time  of 
his  actual  confinement  to  his  bed  and  to  his  house. 

It  will  readily  be  seen  that  the  case  aflEorded  the  jury  a 
wide  range  of  thought,  and  of  calculation.  The  main  items 
of  damages  are  these  in  regard  to  which  the  minds  of  men 
could  readily  differ.  A  sound  leg  has  no  particular  market 
value,  nor  is  the  standard  by  which  the  damages  caused  by 
physical  pain  and  suffering  are  to  be  measured  to  be  found  in 
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any  commercial  or  legal  table.  They  are  to  be  estimated  by 
the  honest  judgments  of  independent  jnrors,  and  with  that 
judgment  no  court  can  interfere,  unless  it  be  so  palpably  and 
manifestly  outrageous  "  as  to  strike  every  one  with  the  enor- 
mity and  injustice  thereof."  The  occupation  of  a  farmer,  if 
pursued,  as  this  plaintiff  pursued  it,  as  a  means  of  livelihood, 
and  doing  the  most  of  his  own  work,  requires  not  only  intelli- 
gence, but  full  bodily  strength  and  the  perfect  use  of  every 
limb  as  well.  At  the  age  of  forty-five,  it  is  not  unreasonable 
to  suppose  that  there  remained  to  the  plaintiff  twenty  years, 
at  least,  of  active,  personal  labor.  Joined  with  his  intelli- 
gence and  former  physical  strength,  and  quickened,  as  a  hired 
man  cannot  be,  by  self-interest,  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's 
labor  to  himself  during  so  many  years  must  have  been  very 
great,  and  of  that  value  who  so  competent  to  judge  as  a  jury, 
composed,  as  this  was,  of  farmers  pursuing  their  avocations  in 
the  same  locality  t  If  twelve  men  of  this  character  had,  upon 
their  oaths,  unanimously  fixed  the  loss  in  dollars  and  cents 
which  the  plaintiff  has  sustained,  from  incapacity  to  labor  as 
formerly,  at  the  amount  of  the  verdict,  would  the  result 
have  been  such  an  ^'  enormity "  as  to  authorize  the  court 
to  brand  them  as  prejudice,  partial  or  corrupt  7  The 
exquisite  pain  and  torture  of  a  fractured  limb  drawn  and 
strapped  for  a  period  of  nearly  three  months,  intensified  by 
the  unchanging  and  fixed  position  of  the  body  during  those 
days  and  nights  of  weariness  —  the  pain  and  inconvenience 
of  succeeding  years  —  the  mental  suffering  resulting  from  a 
consciousness  of  a  wrecked  and  broken  body,  how  are  these 
to  be  valued,  and  when  valued  by  a  legal  tribunal,  presumed 
to  be  honest,  intelligent  and  impartial,  where  so  much  is 
committed  to  discretion  and  good  judgment,  by  what  rule  is 
a  court  to  pronounce  that  valuation  so  grossly  flagrant,  as  by 
its  deliberate  opinion  to  pronounce  the  jury  f ongetf ul  of  duty 
and  insensible  to  claims  of  right?  It  is  immaterial,  if  the 
question  had  been  left  to  it,  at  what  figures  the  court  would 
have  assessed  the  damages  of  this  plaintiff.     Actual  loss  and 
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injury,  to  a  very  considerable  amount,  are  apparent.  With 
the  data,  which  the  cause  affords,  a  very  wide  latitude  and 
discretion  were  committed  to  the  jurors,  and  after  careful 
consideration  we  are  unable  to  see  how,  within  the  rule  for 
our  guidance  heretofore  given,  the  verdict  can  be  disturbed 
upon  this  ground. 

We  are  aware  that  cases  can  be  found  in  which  the  court 
has  sometimes  set  aside  and  sometimes  reduced  verdicts. 
Upon  what  principle  the  latter  has  been  done  has  never  been 
very  apparent.  If  the  court  reduces  a  verdict,  what  does  it 
do  which  differs  from  an  assessment  by  it  of  the  damages  in 
the  action  f  A  jury,  and  a  jury  only,  under  the  laws  of  our 
state,  unless  otherwise  agreed  upon  by  the  parties,  is  the 
body  to  whom  that  duty  is  confided,  and  the  law  which 
enables  a  judge  to  fix  and  limit  a  recovery  after  verdict 
would,  as  it  seems  to  me,  apply  equally  as  well  to  a  case  before 
verdict  In  either,  the  court,  and  not  the  jury,  assess  the 
damages,  and  upon  what  principle  it  may  do  so,  is  not  to  my 
mind  clear.  If  the  verdict  is  so  excessive  as  to  justify  the 
conclusion  that  it  is  the  result  of  partiality,  prejudice  or  cor- 
ruption, it  should  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  jury  should,  in  my 
opinion,  assess  the  damages.  When  there  is  no  assessment 
by  a  jury  (for  a  pretended  one  founded  not  upon  an  honest 
ascertainment  and  computation  of  loss,  but  resulting  from 
^ite  or  malice  against  the  defendant,  or  from  a  desire  to  favor 
the  plaintiff,  is  none  in  fact)  the  court  ought  not  to  ascertain 
and  declare  a  result,  the  right  to  do  which  has  been  wisely 
committed  to  another  body.  Without  formally  deciding  that 
the  judiciary  is  without  power  to  reduce  the  amount  of  a 
verdict  in  an  action  for  a  personal  injury,  a  conclusion  which 
is  against  precedents  established  by  wise  and  upright  judges, 
still  for  the  reasons  indicated,  the  exercise  of  such  a  power, 
which  must  depend  upon  discretion,  would  not  now  be 
assumed  if  the  conclusion,  as  declared  by  the  jury,  could  not 
be  upheld. 

It  was  strenuously  argued  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
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defendant,  that  in  no  recorded  ease  have  damages  as  large  as 
were  awarded  in  this  been  given.  The  aim  of  this  opinion 
has  thus  far  been  to  show,  not  what  verdicts  have  been  sus- 
tained, and  what  disturbed,  but  what  mnst  be  the  result  of 
the  application  upon  this  ground,  assuming  a  well  understood 
and  defined  rule  for  our  guidance.  Every  case  differs  from 
its  predecessor,  and  very  rarely  will  two  minds  appraise  the 
damages  resulting  from  a  personal  injury  at  the  same  figures. 
There  is,  in  every  such  case,  great  room  for  difference  of 
opinion,  and  any  person  may  well  pause  and  shrink  from 
saying,  when  a  cause  like  this  is  before  him,  that  the  judg- 
ment which  opposes  his  own  is  biased  or  corrupt.  The 
following  cases,  however,  in  which  large  recoveries  have  been 
sustained,  can  be  found :  Sloan  agt.  New  Yo7*k  Central  and 
Hudson  River- Railroad  Company  {IHunj  540;  45  iT.  Y,j 
125);  Hageman  agt.  Western  Railroad  Company  (16  Bar- 
hour^  353) ;  Ra/nsom  agt.  New  York  and  Erie  Railroad  Com- 
pany (15  N,  J".,  415) ;  Shaw  agt.  Boston  aiid  Worcester 
Railroad  Company  (8  Gray^  46) ;  Laming  agt..  New  York 
Cent/ral  Railroad  Company  (49  N,  J^.,  525) ;  Saunders  agt. 
The  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company  (98  Eng. 
Com.  Law^  889) ;  Filer  agt.  New  York  Central  Railroad 
Company  (49  N,  J".,  42 ;  see  error  hooks  in  state  library  for 
amount  of  verdict) ;  Downs  agt.  New  York  Ceniral  Railroad 
Company  (47  N.  JT.,  83 ;  see  error  hook  on  second  trials  state 
library^  and  56  N.  Z.,  664). 

The  result,  then,  of  our  examination  is,  that  both  on  reason 
and  precedent  the  application  for  a  new  trial,  upon  the  ground 
of  the  excessiveness  of  the  damages,  must  be  denied. 

The  defendant,  however,  also  claims  that  a  new  trial  should 
be  granted,  because,  since  the  one  which  was  had,  he  has 
found  a  witness  who  was  present  at  the  accident  who  will 
testify  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  cross  the  defendant's  railroad 
at  the  regular  crossing,  but  to  the  south  thereof.  Evidence 
of  the  same  character  was  given  upon  the  former  trial,  and 
this  would,  therefore,  be  cumulative.    For  this  reason,  so 
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well -settled  as  not  to  call  for  authority,  and  without  any 
examination  of  the  impeaching  and  contradicting  evidetice 
produced  by  the  plaintiff,  a  new  trial  upon  this  ground  must 
also  be  refused. 

The  alleged  declarations  of  jurors  as  to  tlie  grounds  of 
their  verdict,  of  course,  cannot  be  received  to  impeach  it. 
The  affidavits  of  the  jurors  themselves  could  not  be  received 
for  that  purpose,  and  much  less  their  unsworn  statements 
made  to  a  third  person.  Verdicts  can  never  be  made  depend- 
ent upon  the  foolish  or  wicked  after-statements  of  jurors  in 
regard  thereto.  If  sach  a  rale  should  be  adopted,  it  is  appa- 
rent that  no  verdict  could  stand.  It  is  due,  however,  to  the 
jurors  in  this  cause  to  state  that  their  affidavits  satisfy  me  that 
no  statements  were  made  by  them  of  the  character  which  the 
defendant  claims. 

The  alleged  misconduct  of  one  of  the  jurors  remains  to  be 
considered.  On  the  second  day  of  February  last,  this  cause 
being  on  trial,  and  the  jury  having  been  discharged  until  the 
following  Monday  (February  fifth),  Thaddeus  Pomeroy,  one 
of  the  jurors,  being  about  twelve  miles  from  home,  and  hav- 
ing failed  to  obtain  any  other  equally  comfortable  opportunity 
to  reach  his  residence,  asked  the  plaintiff,  who  had  to  go  for 
a  number  of  miles  in  the  same  direction,  for  permission  to 
ride  with  him.  To  this  the  plaintiff  consented.  Tlie  sleigh 
had  three  seats,  and  the  juror  sat  upon  the  back  seat  with 
Mr.  Luman  Stanton,  one  of  plaintiff's  witnesses.  The  plain- 
tiff sat  upon  the  front  seat,  and  it  is  abundantly  shown  that 
nothing  whatever  concerning  the  cause  upon  trial  was  spoken 
of  or  discussed,  nor  were  any  words  exchanged  between  the 
juror  and  the  plaintiff,  except  when  the  juror  left  the  sleigh 
at  the  point  where  their  routes  homeward  diverged,  the  juror 
thanked  the  plaintiff  for  kindness.  Before  the  close  of  the 
trial,  the  juror  reported  what  he  had  done  to  the  court,  and 
the  fact  was  known  to  the  defendant's  counsel,  who  made  no 
objection  to  the  juror  for  this  reason.  ^  It  is  now,  however, 
claimed  that  the  verdict  should  be  set  aside  for  this  cause. 
Vol.  LIIL  50 
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If  the  plaintiflF,  with  a  view  of  inflaencing  the  juror  by 
placing  him  under  obligations  to  him,  had  sought  this  oppor- 
tunity 80  to  do,  a  new  trial  would  be  granted.  In  such  a 
case  the  court  could  see  that  an  attempt  had  been  made  to 
improperly  influence,  and  it  would  not  stop  to  inquire 
whether  the  wicked  effort  had  or  had  not  been  successful, 
but  would  assume  that  the  party  had,  at  least,  partly  succeeded 
in  that  which  he  attempted.  The  following  cases  turned  on 
this  ground,  or  upon  reasons  analogous  in  principle,  to  wit, 
the  intent  of  the  party :  Walker  agt.  Walker  (10  Georgia^ 
203) ;  Walton  agt.  Hunter  (17  id.^  364) ;  Oberon  agt.  Mader 
(40  lowa^  662) ;  McDamAds  agt.  MoDanieU  (40  Vemvmi^ 
363) ;  Ritchie  agt  Eofhrook  (7  Sergt.  cfe  Rawle,  458) ;  Phil 
Upshur yh  Bank  agt.  Fvlmer  (31  N.  J,  i?.,  53) ;  CotUe  agt. 
Cottle  (6  Greenleaf^  140) ;  Knight  agt.  Freeport  (13  Jfaw., 
218) ;  Nemtith  agt.  CUnton  Fire  Insurance  Company  (8 
AhboUj  141). 

When,  however,  the  court  is  satisfied  that  there  has  been 
no  attempt  by  the  successful  party  to  unduly  influence  a 
juror,  either  by  conversation,  or  by  placing  him  under  obli- 
gations, and  that  his  action  has  not  in  fact  been  improperly 
influenced,  then^  even  though  the  act  may  have  been  indis- 
creet, the  court  will  not  disturb  the  verdict. 

Hilton  agt.  Southwick  (17  MainCy  303)  fully  covers^  and 
more  than  covers  the  case  before  us.  On  a  Saturday  after- 
noon, after  the  trial  had  been  commenced,  one  of  the  jurors 
rode  home  with  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  prevailing  party, 
in  his  wagon.  '^  It  also  appeared,  that  the  same  juror  before 
the  cause  came  on  for  trial,  during  the  term,  went  home  with 
the  son  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  witness,  and  stayed  over 
night  with  him."  Notwithstanding  these  facts,  the  court 
being  satisfied  that  no  attempt  had  been  made  to  influence 
the  juror,  improperly  refused  to  interfere.  The  court  distin- 
guished that  case  from  CotUe  agt.  Cottle  (6  Oreenl.y  140),  by 
stating  that  while  in  the  one  just  referred  to,  it  appeared 
that  the  hospitality  extended  to  the  juror  was  '^  done  not  as 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  89& 

Gale  agt.  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  River  R.  R  Co. 

an  act  of  ordinary  and  neighborly  kindness,"  yet  in  the  case 
before  it  "  althongh  under  the  circumstances  indiscreet  and 
incorrect,  it  does  appear  to  have  been  of  that  character." 

The  principle  upon  which  the  verdict  in  Hilton  agt.  South- 
wick  was  sustained  — that  the  act  done  was  not  an  officious 
one  thrust  by  the  prevailing  party  upon  the  juror  for  the  pur- 
pose of  procuring  his  good  will,  and  thus  influencing  action, 
but  it  was  the  result  of  neighborly  courtesy  and  kindness, 
without  any  evil  intent  whatever,  is  not  only  sound  in  reason, 
but  it  and  similar  reasons  have  frequently  guided  and  con- 
trolled the  judgments  of  courts.  A  detailed  examination  of 
the  cases  will  unnecessarily  lengthen  this  opinion,  and  a 
simple  reference  to  them  is  only  made  {See  UadLey  agt.  Cole^ 
30  Maine,  9 ;  Martin  agt.  Mitchely  28  Georgia,  382 ;  Shea 
agt.  Lavyrence,  1  AUen,  167 ;  White  agt.  Wood,  8  Ci^hing, 
413;  Jones  agt.  Vail,  30  iT,  J,,  135;  Eahin  agt.  Morris 
Canal  and  Banking  Co.,  24  id.,  538 ;  Sexton  agt.  Selieverre, 
4  Cole,  11 ;  Morris  agt.  Vi/vian,  10  Mees.  <&  Welshy,  137). 

The  fact  that  the  juror  rode  home  with  the  plaintiff  was 
also  known  to  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  before  the  close 
of  the  trial,  and  whilst  the  defendant  would  not,  perhaps,  be 
precluded  from  raising  any  objection  founded  upon  an 
improper  attempt  to  influence,  which  was  then  unknown,  yet 
the  objection  based  upon  the  mere  ride  with  the  plaintiff, 
because  not  then  made,  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived 
{Fessenden  agt.  Sager,  53  Mhine,  531 ;  State  agt.  Daniels, 
44  N.  K,  383 ;  Fox  agt.  Eazelton,  15  Pick.,  376 ;  Eallock 
agt  FrankUn,  2  Met.  560 ;  Martin  agt.  SidweU,  36  Oeorgia^ 

832). 

Before  dosing  this  opinion,  so  far  as  it  disposes  of  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  it  is  proper  to  state  that  the  jury  in 
this  cause  was  selected  with  great  care,  each  one  being  care- 
fully examined.  Their  answers  and  appearance  showed  them 
to  be  men  of  more  than  average  character  and  intelligence. 
Nothing  occurred  upon  the  trial  to  cause  the  court  to  suspect 
their  impartiality.     When  such  a  jury,  after  a  careful  hearing 
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and  deliberation,  has  reached  and  announced  a  conclusion  in  a 
cause,  in  which  very  much  is  confided  to  their  sound  judg- 
ment and  wise  discretion,  a  judge  ought  to  hesitate  in  pro- 
nouncing a  verdict  thus  rendered  to  have  been  influenced  by 
excitement,  partiality,  or  corruption.  Cases  have  ariseu, 
and  will  continue  to  arise,  where  judges  and  jurors  may 
widely  differ  in  actions  for  personal  injuries,  as  to  the 
amount  which  ought  to  be  awarded  therefor,j  but  such  differ- 
ence of  judgment,  in  causes  where  there  is  great  scope  for 
diverging  views,  should  not  necessarily  incline  the  former  to 
think  that  their  estimates  are  so  much  better  than  those  of 
men  to  whom  the  law  has  confided  the  duty  to. ascertain 
them,  as  to  enable  them  to  say  that  the  latter  have  been 
biased  and  impartial.  That  a  case  may  arise  in  which  the 
court  should  so  hold,  is  probable.  The  judge,  before  trial  is 
had,  will  generally,  in  such  a  case,  see  something  in  the  cod- 
duct  of  jurors  to  justify  such  a  conclusion.  Notjjing  of  this 
sort,  as  has  already  been  said,  appeared  upon  this  trial ;  and 
looking  at  the  facts  of  this  case,  though  the  verdict  may  seem 
large,  the  court  can  see  that  the  conclusion  reached  may  have* 
been  the  result  of  a  careful  and  impartial  calculation  of  the 
pecuniary  loss  and  injury  which  the  plaintiff  has  sustained. 
A  single  question  remains  to  be  disposed  of,  and  that  is, 
the  allowance  to  the  plaintiff  for  costs.  Without  formally 
deciding  that  the  verdict  is  an  unusually  large  one,  it  is 
apparent  that  the  amount  thereof  will  reasonably  indemnify 
the  plaintiff  for  his  costs  and  expenses  in  seeking  redress. 
It  is  also  true,  however,  that  the  trial  of  this  cause,  as  well 
as  the  resistance  of  this  motion,  must  have  subjected  him  to 
a  heavy  expenditure,  and  a  good  deal  of  labor.  The  order 
for  allowance  will,  under  the  circumstances  mentioned,  be 
modified  so  as  to  award  the  plaintiff  two  and  one  half  per 
cent,  instead  of  five  per  cent,  upon  the  verdict. 
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l7^ncH(m  —  Arisw&r  —  Pariiea  —  Waiver. 

A.  court  is  not  justified  in  interfering  with  an  injunction,  unless  the  equities 
of  the  complaint  be  denied  on  positive  knowledge  and  not  on  informa- 
tion and  belief. 

To  authorize  an  injunction  restraining  the  employment  of  any  agent  other 
than  the  plaintiff  by  the  successors  of  one  who  had  contracted  that  such 
plaintiff  should  be  his  sole  agent,  it  is  not  necessaiy  to  show  that  the 
successors  knew  the  terms  of  the  contract  under  which  such  agent  was 
appointed ;  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  they  knew  him  to  be  acting 
as  agent;  it  was  for  the  successor  to  inquire  as  to.  the  terms  of  the 
appointment. 

An  objection  that  the  necessary  parties  are  not  before  the  court  must  be 
raised  by  the  answer.  If  not  so  raised  it  must  be  deemed  waived,  and 
cannot  be  urged  upon  a  motion  to  vacate  an  injunction. 

Special  Term^  August^  1877. 

Van  Bbunt,  J. —  One  Henri  Nestle  was,  prior  to  the 
month  of  August,  1870,  the  manufacturer  of  an  article  of 
food  called  "farine  lactee,"  in  Switzerland.  At  the  above 
date  he  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  plaintiff,  giving  him 
the  exclusive  right  to  sell  this  product  in  all  North  America, 
and  bound  Jiis  successors  by  that  contract.  Early  in  the  year 
1875,  Nestle  sold  out  his  business  to  Messrs.  Roussi,  Monnerat 
&  Marquis,  as  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  or  to  a  corporation 
in  which  these  gentlemen  were  members  of  the  board  of 
directors.  That  the  sale  was  not  to  a  corporation  would  seem 
to  be  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  Mons.  Monnerat,  in  a  letter 
of  the  25th  of  March,  1875,  to  the  plaintiff,  speaks  of  "  our 
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said  firm  having  taken  possession  of  the  factory,"  &c.  Sub- 
sequently the  defendants  Leeming  &  Woodruff  were  appointed 
the  agents  for  the  sale  of  the  said  article  of  food  in  the 
United  States,  by  the  successors  of  Henri  Nestle. 

This  action  is  brought  to  restrain  the  defendants,  Leeming 
&  Woodruff  from  the  sale  of  such  article  of  food,  and  from 
acting  as. the  agents  for  the  sale  thereof. 

The  defendants  Leeming  &  Woodruff,  who  alone  have 
appeared,  claim  that  the  injunction  should  be  dissolved,  upon 
the  grounds :  First.  That  all  the  equities  of  the  complaint 
are  denied  by  the  answer.  Secondly.  That  Nestle  never 
assigned  his  business  to  Roussi  &  Co.  Thirdly.  That  the 
plaintiff  has  failed  to  perform  his  contract  with  Nestle. 
Fourthly.  That  a  new  and  different  contract  was  entered  into 
between  the  successors  of  Nestle  and  the  plaintiff;  and, 
lastly.  That  the  successol^  of  Nestle  are  not  bound  by  his 
contract  with  the  plaintiff,  not  having  any  notice  of  the  same 
at  the  time  of  the  transfer  of  the  business  to  them. 

The  first  ground  is  not  well  taken,  because  the  equities  of 
the  complaint  are  denied  on  information  and  belief  in  the 
answer,  and  the  verification  gives  no  guide  whatever  as  to 
what  allegations  are  claimed  to  be  denied  on  positive  knowl- 
edge and  what  on  information  and  belief.  Most  of  the 
denials  must  have  been  upon  information  and  belief,  because 
the  facts  could  not  have  been  possibly  within  the  personal 
knowledge  of  the  defendant  verifying  the  answer. 

The  denial  in  the  answer  that  at  the  time  of  the  transfer 
the  successors  of  Nestle  had  no  knowledge  of  the  existence 
of  the  contract  mentioned  in  the  complaint  may  be  entirely 
true ;  but  that  the  said  successors  knew  that  the  plaintiff  was 
acting  as  the  agent  of  Nestle,  under  some  contract,  is  amply 
evidenced  by  the  correspondence,  and  such  being  the  fact,  it 
was  their  duty  to  ascertain  the  terms  of  the  contract.  As  to 
the  second  ground  of  objection,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that 
Nestle  assigned  his  business  to  the  principals  of  Leeming  & 
Woodruff;  and  the  conclufiion  plainly  deducible  from. the 
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correspondence  is,  that  it  was  to  a  firm  and  not  to  a  corpora- 
tion {see  letter  from  Monnerat  to  plaintiff  March  25,  1875) ; 
and  even  if  said  assignment  was  to  a  party  not  made  a 
defendant  in  this  action,  the  defendants  Leeming  &  Wood- 
ruflF,  by  their  answer,  must  raise  the  objection  that  the  neces- 
sary parties  are  not  before  the  court,  or  otherwise  that  objection 
must  be  deemed  waived.  No  such  objection  has  been  raised 
by  the  defendants'  an&wer  in  this  case.  As  to  the  third 
objection,  the  correspondence  shows  that  the  successors  of 
Nestle  made  some  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  com- 
plied with  his  contract,  after  they  had  desired  to  get  rid  of 
him,  and  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  he  had  performed  his 
contract,  and  the  particulars  of  the  performance  are  given ; 
and  this  court  will  not  hold  that  contract  broken,  except  upon 
decidedly  more  conclusive  evidence  than  has  been  presented 
upon  this  application. 

As  to  the  fourth  objection,  it  will  be  suflScient  to  say,  that 
the  allegation  in  the  answer  of  the  entering  into  a  new 
agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  successors  of  Nestle, 
is  evidenced  only  by  the  affidavit  of  Oonstans  Rubdy,  who 
swears  he  was  told  by  Messrs.  Monnerat  &  Houssi,  that  such 
new  agreement  had  been  entered  into  December,  1875,  in 
Switzerland.  Such  evidence,  of  course,  is  entirely  insufficient 
to  sustain  an  affirmative  allegation  of  an  answer  upon  a  motion 
of  this  description.  The  correspondence  does  not  show  that 
the  plaintiff  ever  waived  any  rights  under  his  contract  with 
Nestle,  except  possibly  as  to  Canada.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  motion  to  vacate  the  injunction  must  be  denied,  with 
costs. 
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Fannib  Sink,  administratrix,  &c.,  of  Leopold  Sink,  deceased, 

agt.  Babbtte  Sink  and  others. 

Win — renduary  clause  —  TVusi  —  Intestacy  —  Devise  in  Ueu  of  dotper  — 

Distribution —  Costs. 

Where  a  testator  gave  to  his  wife  $5,000  to  invest  same  and  apply  the 
income  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  his  son  Leopold  for  life,  and  further 
directed  that  the  share  of  Leopold  in  the  residuary  estate  should  also  be 
paid  to  his  wife,  to  receive  the  income  thereof  and  apply  the  same  to 
the  use  and  benefit  of  said  son  L. : 

Eddf  That  the  sum  of  (5,000  did  not  pass  under  the  residuary  clause  of 
the  wiU,  but  that  as  to  the  same,  after  the  death  of  Leopold,  the  testator 
died  intestate. 

Also  heJdy  that  a  bequest  and  devise  to  the  testator*8  wife  "  in  Ueu  of 
dou)ei''^  did  not  exclude  her  participation  in  the  personal  estate,  as  to 
which  he  died  intestate. 

Where  the  testator,  by  the  residuary  clause  of  his  will,  gave  the  remainder 
of  his  estate  to  his  wife  and  five  children,  share  and  share  alike,  bnt 
directed  the  share  of  his  son  Leopold  to  be  paid  over  to  the  testator's 
wife,  in  trust,  to  apply  the  income  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  Leopold  for 
life: 

Held,  that  upon  the  death  of  Leopold  the  portion  of  the  estate  designed 
for  his  support  went  to  his  heirs  and  next  of  kin. 

^ew  York  Special  Term^  1875, 

Orlando  Z.  Stewart^  for  plaintiff. 

Albert  Cardoza^  for  defendants,  Babette  Sink  and  others. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  Lewis  Sink,  having  first  made  his  last 
will  and  testament,  died  in  1866,  leaving  a  widow,  the  defend- 
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ant  Babette  Sink,  and  several  children,  among  whom  was  a 
son  Leopold.  In  and  by  the  third  paragraph  of  his  will  he 
provided  as  follows : 

"  Thirdly.  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  wife,  Babette,  the 
sum  of  $5,000,  in  trust,  to  securely  invest  the  same,  and  apply 
the  income  thereof  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  our  son,  Leopold, 
as  long  as  he  shall  live,  and  I  further  direct,  that  the  share 
of  my  said  son  Leopold,  in  the  residuary  estate,  under  this 
my  will,  shall  be  also  paid  to  my  said  wife  in  trust,  to  receive 
the  income  and  profits  thereof,  and  apply  the  same  to  the  use 
and  benefit  of  our  said  son  Leopold,  as  long  as  he  shall  live." 

'^Fourthly.  All  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my 
estate,  real  and  personal,  I  give  and  devise  as  follows :  One- 
half  part  thereof  to  my  beloved  wife  Babette,  absolutely 
forever,  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  the  other  half  thereof  to  my 
children,  Eli  Sink,  Choline  Korn,  Delia  Korn,  Leopold  Sink, 
and  Isaac  Sink,  to  be  divided  among  them  equally,  share  and 
share  alike,  absolutely  forever,  the  share  coming  to  my  son 
Leopold  to  bef  paid  over  to  my  wife,  in  trust,  as  hereinbefore 
provided." 

The  testator's  son  Leopold  was  subject  to  fits  of  epilepsy, 
and  the  evidence  is  that  the  father  was  anxious  to  make  some 
provision  for  him  for  life. 

The  provisions  in  trust  doubtless  proceeded  from  this 
parental  desire. 

It  was  clearly  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  Leopold 
should  not,  during  his  life,  personally  receive  or  manage  any 
part  of  the  principal  of  the  estate.  He  was  to  be  maintained 
out  of  the  income  of  the'  $5,000,  specifically  set  apart,  and 
given  to  his  wile  for  the  purpose,  as  mentioned  in  the  third 
paragraph  of  the  will,  and  out  of  the  income  of  his  share  of 
the  residuary  estate,  which  share,  during  the  life  of  Leopold, 
Babette  Sink,  the  widow  of  the  testator,  was  to  hold  and 
manage. 

After  the  death  of  his  father,  and  in  the  year  1870,  Leopold 
Sink  intermarried  with  the  plaintiff. 
Vol.  Lin  61 
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In  1874,  Leopold  died,  leaving  the  plaintiff,  his  widow,  him 
surviving,  and  one  daughter,  Lillie  Sink,  an  infant  of  about 
the  age  of  three  years. 

The  natural  construction  of  the  third  clause  of  the  will 
would  seem  to  indicate  that  the  principal  sum  of  $5,000,  set 
apart,  and  directed  to  be  invested,  the  income  whereof  was  to 
be  applied  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  testator's  son  Leopold, 
did  not  pass  under  the  residuary  clause  of  the  will. 

A  distinction  seems  to  be  made  by  the  testator  between 
such  su&i  of  $5,000,  specifically  bequeathed  to  his  wif%  for 
such  purpose,  and  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  his 
estate,  which  passed  under  the  fourth  clause  of  the  will; 
for  in  this  third  clause,  the  testator  directs  that  the  share 
of  his  son  Leopold,  in  ihe  residiuiry  estafe^  should  also  be 
paid  to  his  wife  in  trust,  to  receive  the  income  and  profits 
thereof,  and  apply  tlie  same  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  Leopold, 
in  trust,  as  hereinbefore  provided.  That  is,  the  income  of 
the  share  of  Leopold  in  the  residuary  estate,  in  addition  to 
the  income  arising  from  the  $5,000,  shall  be  so  applied. 

I  should  say,  therefore,  that  the  principal  sum  of  $5,000, 
specifically  given  to  his  widow  in  trust.,  the  income  of  which 
was  to  be  applied  for  life  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  Leopold, 
did  not  pass  under  the  disposition  made  of  the  residue  and 
remainder  of  the  estate,  under  the  fourth  paragraph  of  the 
will,  but  was  designedly  excepted  therefrom,  and  that  with 
respect  thereto,  it  not  having  been  elsewhere  finally  disposed 
of,  Lewis  Sink  died  intestate. 

"Shat  $5,000  has  been  treated  by  the  counsel  for  all  the 
parties,  upon  the  argument,  as  personal  estate. 

It  was  a  specific  sum,  to  be  invested  for  the  benefit  of 
Leopold  during  his  life,  and  was  actually  held  for  such  par- 
pose  up  to  the  time  of  his  death. 

The  trust  ending  with  the  life  of  Leopold,  the  principal 
sum  of  $5,000,  upon  that  event,  went  to  the  widow  and  next 
of  kin  of  Lewis  Sink,  according  to  the  statute  of  distribu- 
tions of  the  personal  estate  of  intestates. 


i 
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The  devise  and  bequest  to  the  widow,  in  the  fourth  clause 
of  the  will,  was  "  in  lieu  of  dowm^P  Dower  is  a  technical 
term,  having  a  well-defined  meaning,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
indicate  but  that  it  was  used  by  the  testator  in  its  primary 
sense,  as  indicating  an  interest  in  real  property.  The  testa- 
tor's qualification  and  limitation  does  not  exclude  a  partici- 
pation by  his  widow  in  tlie  personal  estate  of  which  no 
testamentary  disposition  was  made. 

In  this  view  of  the  $5,000,  which,  by  the  terms  of  the 
bequest,  is  treated  as  personal  property,  the  widow  of  the 
testator  is  entitled  to  one-third,  and  the  balance  goes  to  the 
five  children  of  the  testator,  in  equal  parts,  the  representative 
of  a  deceased  child  to  take ,  the  share  of  a  parent. 

Lillie  Sink,  the  daughter  of  Leopold,  is  entitled  to  the  one- 
fifth  part  of  this  balance,  and  the  same  should  be  paid  to  her 
legally  constituted  guardiauj  to  be  invested  for  her  benefit, 
until  she  attains  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  until  the 
further  order  of-  the  court  in  the  premises.  The  share  out 
of  the  residuary  estate,  designed  for  his  son  Leopold,  was 
given  and  devised  to  him  absolutely.  But,  during  his  life,  it 
was  substantially  to  be  managed  by  his  mother,  the  widow  of 
the  testator. 

It  was  the  property  of.  Leopold,  subject  to  the  trust. 

Upon  the  death  of  Leopold  the  trust  terminated,  and  this 
portion  of  the  estate  descended  to  his  heirs  and  next  of  kin. 

But  it  appearing  that  the  share  of  the  residuary  estate  of 
the  testator  provided  for  his  son  Leopold  was,  during  his 
lifetime,  reduced  to  and  become  personal  property,  the  same 
should  be  treated  as  such  for  the  purposes  of  distribution. 

The  same  should  be  paid  to  the  plaintiflf,  to  be  held  by  her 
as  administratrix  of  her  husband's  estate,  to  be  administered 
and  disposed  of  according  to  law. 

The  judgment  to  be  entered  shall  provide  for  the  pay- 
ment of  that  portion  of  the  defendant  Lillie  Sink  to  her 
legally  constituted  guardian,  to  be  invested  as  is  before  men- 
tioned. 
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The  costs  and  allowance  of  all  the  parties  should  be  paid 
out  of  the  two  funds  as  follows : 

The  plaintiff's  costs  and  allowance  out  of  the  share  of 
Leopold  Sink,  in  the  residuary  estate. 

The  defendants'  costs  and  allowances  out  of  the  sum  of 
$6,000,  mentioned  in  the  third  paragraph  of  the  will,  as  to 
which  Lewis  Sink  died  intestate. 

No  appeal  was  taken. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

John  D.  Spiobb  and  another  agt.  Mabf  Fbai^oib  Ayebs. 

Oowoeya/nod  by  htuband  to  trife — Action  by  general  creditor  to  mt  aside  on 

ground  of  fraud. 

Where  a  husband  takes  title  to  a  piece  of  properly  in  the  name  of  his  wife, 
when  he  is  not  insolvent  or  contemplating  it,  and  when  the  title  is 
recorded  and  the  husband  afterwards  becomes  unfortunate  upon  subse- 
queht  contracts  not  then  even  contemplated,  such  conveyance  will  not 
be  held  fraudulent  as  to  such  future  creditors. 

A  deed,  taken  in  the  name  of  the  wife,  the  consideration-money  for  which 
being  paid  by  the  husband,  is  not  necessarily  fraudulent  as  to  existing 
eredOors,  The  presumption  of  fraud  in  such  case  can  be  overcome  by 
proof. 

The  caaes  ot  Cfarpenter  t^  Oook  (10 1^.  T.,  2/27),  and  Case  agt,  Pheips(d»  id., 

104)  commented  on  and  distinguished. 

* 

Rensselaer  County  Circuity  November^  1875. 

■ 

AcmoN  by  a  general  creditor  to  set  aside  conyeyances  made 
by  the  husband  to  the  wife  during  his  lifetime,  on  the  ground 
of  fraud. 


Smithy  Fwrsmom  <&  Cowen^  for  plaintifis. 

Mr.  Lansing  and  Mr.  H.  A.  Parmentery  for  defendants. 

Wbstbbook,  J.  —  A  very  brief  outline  of  the  reasons 
which  induce  me  to  render  a  judgment  for  the  defendant  is 
all  that  will  be  attempted. 

Without  any  examination,  the  decision  of  the  court  at 
general  term,  that  an  action  in  this  form  is  maintainable,  will 
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be  assamed.  It  is  the  law  of  this  case,  and  the  special  term 
has  neither  the  power  or  the  will  to  question  its  accuracy. 
If  the  counsel  for  the  plainti&  wish  to  amend  the  pleadings 
and  proceedings  by  making  Mrs.  Ayers  a  party  in  her  repre- 
sentative capacity,  no  objection  is  seen  to  that  being  done,  as 
she  has  had  full  opportunity  on  this  trial  to  question  the 
claims  of  the  plaintiffs  as  against  her  husband's  estate. 

None  of  the  demands  of  the  plaintiffs  were  in  existence 
when  Mrs.  Ayers  acquired  title  to  the  premises.  It  is  true 
they  were  then  creditors,  but  a  proper  application  of  the 
moneys  paid  by  Ayers  in  his  lifetime  would  extinguish  that 
portion  of  the  account  then  existing,  and  the  greater  part  of 
the  subsequently  accruing  account  was  also  paid  by  him. 

When  the  wife  obtained  the  title,  Ayers  was  neither  insol- 
vent nor  contemplated  insolvency,  nor  was  the  contract  for 
building  the  house,  in  the  erection  of  which  plaintiff's  debt 
accrued,  made  or  contemplated ;  and  I  cannot,  therefore,  find 
as  a  fact  that  the  wife  took  the  title  to  defraud  any  person. 
It  was  an  open  act,  the  deeds  were  on  record,  and  no  person 
could  have  trusted  Ayers  upon  the  faith  of  the  property. 

The  case,  then,  presents  this  question :  If  a  husband  takes 
title  in  the  name  of  his  wife  when  he  is  not  insolvent  or 
contemplating  it,  and  when  the  title  is  recorded  and  the  hus- 
band afterwards  becomes  unfortunate  upon  subsequent  con- 
tracts not  then  contemplated,  will  such  conveyance  be' 
fraudulent  as  to  such  future  creditors  ?  To  hold  the  affirms^ 
tive  will  be  to  decide  that  in  no  case  can  a  husband,  when 
prosperous,  make  provision  tor  his  family.  A  proposition  to 
which  I  cannot  subscribe. 

In  some  cases,  and  under  some  circumstances,  such  convey- 
ances have  been  held  fraudulent.  In  Carpenter  agt.  Cooh  (10 
N,  7.y  227),  the  husband,  the  day  after  he  had  made  a  haz- 
ardous contract  in  the  purchase  of  corn,  placed  his  property 
in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife.  He  was  also  largely  in 
debt  at  the  time.  This  conveyance  was  held  void,  because 
the  contract  which  made  the  husband  insolvent  had  already 
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been  entered  into,  and  his  pi*opert7  was  surely  applicable  to 
make  good  any  existing  contract  and  to  pay  creditors  then 
existing,  upon  whom  his  conveyance,  if  valid,  threw  the  risk 
of  the  enterprise.  In  Ciwd  agt.  Phelps  (39  N.  Y.^  164),  a 
husband,  who  owned  real  estate  worth  $2,000  more  than  the 
mortgage  upon  it,  conveyed  to  his  wife  such  property,  and 
without  putting  the  deed  upon  record,  borrowed  $700  to 
embark  in  a  new  business,  in  which  he  failed.  The  deed  was 
properly  held  void,  because  it  was  evidently  made  so  as  to 
compel  creditors  to  take  the  hazard  of  the  new  enterprise, 
and  the  deed  not  being  recorded,  the  money  to  embark  therein 
was  borrowed  upon  the  faith  of  the  property. 

No  such  reasons  as  existed  in  these  cases  exist  here.  Ayers 
was  solvent ;  he  did  not  expect  to  become  insolvent ;  he  had 
on  hand  no  hazardous  contract,  and  contemplated  none ;  he 
put  the  title  to  his  wife  on  record,  and  long  after  the  convey- 
ance he  made  the  contract,  in  the  performance  of  which  he 
incurred  the  plaintiff's  debt,  and  sustained  the  loss.  No 
principle  of  public  policy  or  justice,  in  my  opinion,  makes 
the  conveyance  void.  The  contracts  are  all  subsequent  to 
the  conveyances  to  the  wife,  and,  as  such  conveyances  were 
on  record,  it  is  to  be  presumed  they  were  made  with  full 
knowledge  of  their  existence.  If  they  are  void,  then  no 
husband  can,  with  safety,  make  reasonable  provision  for  his 
wife  and  family,  when,  in  doing  so,  no  creditor  at  the  time  is 
injured,  when  no  shift  of  property  is  made  to  throw  losses 
of  an  existing  contract  on  creditors,  when  no  debts  have  been 
contracted  on  the  faith  of  title  to  property  in  him,  and  when 
such  transfer  was  in  good  faith  and  without  any  intention  to 
cheat  or  defraud.  It  has  been  held  {Dunlap  agt.  Ha/nhinSj 
59  N.  T.J  342)  that  a  deed  taken  in  the  name  of  the  wife, 
the  consideration  money  iot  which  was  paid  by  the  husband, 
was  not  necessarily  fraudulent  as  to  existing  creditors,  but 
that  the  presumption  of  fraud  could  be  overcome  by  proof. 
Must  not  the  doctrine  apply  here  t  The  creditors  here  are 
subsequent  creditors.    They  have  not  allowed  their  debt  to 
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be  contracted  upon  the  faith  of  the  property.  With  open 
eyes,  knowing  the  wife  to  have  the  title,  they  trusted  the 
husband,  and  to  him,  or  to  his  estate,  must  their  remedy  be 
confined.  I  know  of  no  principle  of  law  which  will  take 
from  the  wife  and  children  the  reasonable  provision  which 
the  husband  and  father  made  for  them  in  the  days  of  his 
prosperity,  when  no  fraud  was  intended,  and  when  the 
deceased  husband  and  father,  and  not  the  particular  property 
sought  to  be  charged,  was  trusted  to  the  extent  of  the  plain- 
tiff's claims. 

The  attorneys  for  the  defendant  will  prepare  the  necessary 
findings,  which  will  be  settled  on  notice. 
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N.  Y.  SUPREME  COUBT. 

« 

Elizabeth  M.  Conkling  agt.  Hbnby  E  Davibs  and  Jtjlien 

T.  Davies. 

Deed  of  tnuf—  AcUon  to  rrform  and  revoke  —  Partiee. 

In  an  action  to  reform  and  revoke  a  deed  of  trust  all  the  beneficiaries 

named  in  the  deed  are  necessary  parties. 
They  are  entitled  to  be  heard  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  the  deed 

should  have  contained  a  power  of  revocation. 

Special  TerrrVy  May^  1877. 

This  is  an  action  to  reform  and  revoke  a  deed  of  trust 
made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants. 

The  said  deed  conveyed  to  the  defendants  certain  property 
in  trust  to  collect  the  income  and  profits  of  the  same  and  pay 
the  same  to  the  plaintiff  during  her  life,  and  after  her  death  to 
pay  such  income  to  one  Elizabeth  T.  Oonkling,  and  after  her 
death  to  divide  the  principal  among  certain  persons  in  said 
deed  named.  It  also  conveys  certain  other  property,  the 
income  of  which,  after  the  death  of  the  plaintiff,  is  directed  by 
said  deed  to  be  paid  to  certain  other  parties.  Kone  of  the 
parties  entitled  to  share  in  the  estate  by  the  terms  of  the  deed 
after  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  are  made  parties  to  the  action. 
The  defendants  demur  to  the  complaint  upon  the  ground  of 
defect  of  parties. 

Horace  Barnard^  for  plaintiff. 

Ashbel  ChreeUy  for  defendants. 
Vol.  LIII  62 
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Van  Bbunt,  J.  —  The  plaintiff  claims  that  the  beneficiaries 
named  in  the  deed  are  not  necessary  parties  because  the  deed 
as  drawn  does  not  contain  a  power  of  revocation  which  she 
claims  should  have  been  inserted  therein  pursuant  to  her 
directions,  and  if  such  power  of  revocation  was  in  the  deed 
she  would  clearly  have  the  right  to  the  relief  asked  for  in  this 
action. 

I  am  entirely  unable  to  see  why  the  beneficiaries  are  not 
entitled  to  be  heard  upon  that  question.  By  means  of  this 
action  it  is  sought  to  deprive  them  of  all  interest  under  this 
deed  without  giving  them  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  upon 
the  question.  They  are  certainly  as  necessary  parties  as  the 
trustees  under  the  deed,  and  any  decree  which  the  court 
might  make  in  this  action  could  not  deprive  them  of  the  con- 
tingent interest  which  they  had  under  the  deed,  they  not 
being  parties  to  the  action.  The  demurrer  must  therefore  be 
sustained,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  upon  payment 
of  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Jaheb  T.  Duigan  agt.  Ejltb  A.  MoOobmaok  and  others. 

'Oifts  inter  vivoi,  when  not  disturbed —  Oreditars, 

Where  a  woman,  the  owner  of  fifty-six  shares  of  stock  in  the  Home  Insur- 
ance Company,  during  an  iUness,  of  which  she  afterwards  died,  in  a 
letter  written  in  Ireland  to  her  sister  in  New  York  made  a  disposition 
of  the  shares  to  certain  persons  named  in  the  letter,  and  also  made  pro- 
vision for  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  she  owed,  and  afterwards 
executed  to  her  sister  a  power  of  attorney  authorizing  her  to  take  all 
needful  measures  to  effect  a  transfer  of  the  stock,  and  the  power  having 
been  executed  by  the  surrender  of  the  scrips  to  the  company,  and  the 
issue  of  her  shares  to  the  donees  mentioned  in  the  letter,  in  part  at  least 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  donor,  it  not  appearing  that  she  owed  any 
debts  other  than  the  one  named: 

BM^  that  the  gifts  and  dispositions  made  would  not  be  disturbed  by  this 
'  court,  in  an  action  brought  by  a  brother  of  the  donor  who  sought  to  set 
them  aside  as  invalid. 

Special  Temiy  New  York^  February^  1876. 

A.  B,  Tappen  and  J.  S.  Mackayj  for  plaintiff. 

Roe  dk  MacJdiny  for  defendant  Eate  A.  McCormack. 

EdviOfrd  Patterson^  for  Home  Insurance  Co. 

Vak  Vobst,  J.  —  No  sufBcient  reason,  in  law  or  equity, 
has  been  assigned  for  breaking  up  or  disturbing  the  gifts  and 
disposition  made  by  Maria  L.  Leahy,  in  her  lifetime,  of  her  fifty- 
six  shares  of  stock  in  the  Home  Insurance  Company,  as  clearly 
expressed  and  made  in  her  letter  to  her  sister,  the  defendant 
Kate  A.  McCormack,  dated  the  10th  day  of  October,  1873, 
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written  in  Ireland,  daring  an  illnees,  of  which  she  died  in 
June  following.  The  donees  of  her  property,  and  the  shares 
assigned  to  each,  are  declared  in  this  letter. 

Provision  was  also  made  for  the  payment  of  her  indebted- 
ness to  Patrick  Byan.  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  indebt- 
edness to  any  other  person  ;  and  even  thoogh  there  might  be 
creditors  other  than  the  one  mentioned,  the  disposition  made 
by  Mr^.  Leahy  of  her  shares  of  stock  coald  not  be  impeached 
for  that  reason,  in  this  action,  under  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint.  There  is  no  foundation  laid  for  relief  on  any  such 
ground  in  the  pleadings. 

But  the  language  of  her  letter  would  seem  to  repel  any  pre- 
sumption that  there  were  in  fact  creditors  to  be  wronged  by 
her  disposal  of  the  shares  in  question. 

The  writing  was  evidently  made  by  a  person  during  illness, 
threatening  to  prove  mortal,  conscientiously  desirous  of 
wronging  no  one,  but  anxious  in  her  lifetime  to  give  away  * 
her  small  property  to  those  who  had  claims  upon  her,  as  she 
felt,  not  forgetting  the  payment  to  Patrick  Ryan  in  full  £300, 
which  she  had  borrowed  from  him. 

I  regard  the  power  of  attorney  of  the  27th  November, 
1873,  as  an  instrument  designed  and  necessary  to  carry  out 
her  intentions  as  expressed  in  her  letter  of  October  previous, 
and  which  could  not  be  effectuated  under  the  power  then 
in  Naw  York,  to  Thomas  Dougherty.  He  could  collect 
dividends  only.  Her  sister,  Kate  A.  McOormack,  was  by  the 
power  of  November,  fully  authorized  to  take  all  needful 
measures  to  effect  a  transfer  of  the  stock,  indispensable  to 
perfecting  the  gifts  made,  and  the  disposal  of  the  shares,  under 
the  letter  of  the  10th  October. 

The  power  was  sufficient  to  authorize  the  company  to 
cancel  the  old  certificate,  and  issue  new  ones,  as  she  might 
appoint.  She  was  authorized  'Ho  ask,  demand,  sue  for, 
recover  and  receive  from  the  Home  Insurance  Company,  the 
amount  of  the  fifty-six  shares  of  stock  "  standing  in  the  name 
of  the  donor  on  the  books  of  the  company. 
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And  there  was  given  to  Mrs.  McCormack,  the  attorney, 
"fall  power  and  authority  to  do  and  perform  all  and  every 
act  and  thing  whatsoever  requisite  and  necessary  to  be  done 
in  and  about  the  premises  as  fully,  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
as  Mrs.  Leahy  could  have  done,  if  personally  present." 

And  the  power  was  fully  executed,  and  the  duties  devolved 
by  the  letter  of  the  tenth  October  discharged,  as  far  as  they 
could  be,  during  the  lifetime  of  Mrs.  Leahy.  The  shares  of 
stock  standing  in  her  name  were,  before  her  death,  delivered 
up  and  canceled,  and  new  scrip  was  actually  issued  to  the 
donees,  or  some  of  them,  before  that  event  happened.  The 
gifts  made  were  to  that  extent  perfected  by  delivery,  bef6re 
the  death  of  Mrs.  Leahy.  That  was  sufficient  to  uphold  the 
gifts.  And  the  defendant,  Mrs.  McCormack,  is  in  good  faith, 
as  fiEir  as  the  evidence  shows,  proceeding  to  pay  out  of  the 
other  shares,  and  the  income  thereof,  as  directed,  the  debt 
due  to  Patrick  Ryan,  aud  has  already  discharged  200  of  the 
£300  directed  to  be  paid  him  as  provided  for. 

As  already  indicated,  there  is  no  equity  in  the  plaintiff's 
claim,  and  his  complaint  should  be  dismissed,  and  as  by  the 
investigation  which  appears  to  have  been  had  in  the  surro- 
gate's court  the  plaintiff  was  apprised. of  all  these  matters,  he 
should  be  charged  with  the  costs  of  this  action. 
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U.  8.  CIRCUIT  COURT. 

In  re  Joseph  Mooney  and  Isaao  Mooney. 

BankrupU^  —  Airignee — ulhat  it  necessary  to  erUUle  the  amgnee  to  an  order 
directing  bcmkmpt  to  pay  or  deUfoer  oner  money  or  property. 

To  entitle  an  assignee  to  an  order  directing  a  bankrupt  to  pay  or  deliver 
over  money  or  property,  it  must  affirmatively  appear: 

1.  That  the  bankrupt  has  possession  of  it. 

2.  That  he  has  refused  to  deliver  it  on  demand  made. 

If  the  bankrupt  renders  an  account  of  the  property  sought  to  be  reached, 
it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  account  is  unreasonable;  there  must  be  evi- 
dence of  its  untruth  {P&r  Blatchpord,  J.\ 

On  an  application  to  review  the  decision  of  the  district  court  upon  the 
question  whether  the  bankrupt  has  made  a  fhll  disclosure  in  obedience 
to  an  order  requiring  it,  the  proposition  to  be  made  out  by  the  petitioner 
must  be  that  a  reasonable  man  would  not  be  able  to  give  credit  to  the 
relation  given  by  the  bankrupt,  but  would  be  satisfied  of  it«  substantia] 
untruth  (Per  Johnson,  /.). 

The  above-named  bankrupts  were  duly  adjudged  bank- 
rupts by  the  district  court,  upon  a  petition  filed  against  them 
by  their  creditors,  on  the  4th  of  August,  1874. 

The  said  bankrupts  filed  their  schedules  in  this  matter, 
and  James  T.  Leavitt  was  appointed  assignee. 

The  assets  of  the  bankrupts  were  turned  over  to  the  assignee, 
and  consisted,  according  to  his  statement,  of  the  remainder 
of  their  stock  of  goods,  which  was  sold  at  auction  under  the 
direction  of  the  assignee,  and  from  which  sale  was  realized 
in  gross  the  sum  of  $4,010.06. 

The  said  bankrupts  claimed  to  have  no  cs^h  on  hand,  and 
none  was  received  by  the  assignee  except  such  as  was  realized 
from  the  sale  aforesaid,  and  about  $800  collected  from  some 
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ontfitaDdingaccotintfi  due  tbe  bankrupts,  and  safe  and  pictures. 

The  debts  and  bills  receivable  set  out  in  .the  schedules  were 
surrendered  to  the  assignee. 

The  debts  owing  by  the  said  bankrupts  amounted  to  about 
$55,000,  principally  for  merchandise. 

At  the  time  of  their  bankruptcy  the  said  debtors  were 
engaged  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  the  business  of  manu- 
facturing of  clothing. 

On  the  27th  day  of  November,  1876,  a  petition,  affidavit 
and  notice  of  motion  was  served  on  the  bankrupts,  and  filed 
in  the  district  court  by  the  assignee,  praying  that  the  bank- 
rupts be  required  to  account  and  pay  over  to  him  the  following 
property  and  moneys,  to  wit:  The  sum  of  $7,147.05,  drawn 
by  Joseph  Mooney  from  Jantiary  1,  1874,  to  July  16,  1874. 
The  sum  of  $8,421.10,  drawn  by  Isaac  Mooney  during  the 
same  time.  The  sum  of  $  1 ,600  paid  to  and  drawn  by  Leopold 
Mooney,  from  April,  1^73,  to  July  16,  1874.  The  sum  of 
$3,200  drawn  out  over  the  real  expenses  of  their  business 
from  April  30,  1874,  to  July  16, 1874;  and  also  merchandise, 
or  the  proceeds  thereof,  of  the  value  of  $30,000  and  over. 
That  the  said  bankrupts  be  cited  to  appear  and  account  for 
and  pay  over  such  property  or  such  part  thereof  as  the  court 
may  find  that  they  possessed,  owned  or  had  under  their  con- 
trol and  possession  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  petition  in 
bankruptcy,  and  that  upon  their  failure  to  comply  with  the 
order  or  decree  of  this  court  to  be  made  in  the  premises,  they 
and  each  of  them  be  attached  and  punished  as  for  a  contempt 
of  court,  and  that  such  other  relief  be  granted  as  may  be 
just. 

To  this  petition  the  bankrupts  answered  as  follows : 

The  bankrupts,  Joseph  Mooney  and  Isaac  Mooney,  answer 
the  petition  of  the  assignee  herein,  as  follows : 

They  admit  having  on  hand  on  the  1st  day  of  January, 
1874,  goods  of  the  value  of  about  $10,000,  and  that  they 
thereafter,  up  to  the  time  of  their  failure,  purchased  goods  of 
the  value  of  $65,906.16  or  thereabouts,  out  of  which  they  sold 
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goods  of  the  value  of  about  $49,802.71,  leaving  a  balance  to 
be  accounted  for  of  about  $16,000,  exclusive  of  profits. 

At  the  time  of  their  adjudication  they  had  on  hand  goods 
of  the  cash  value  of  about  $30,000,  which,  in  fact,  cost  about 
$40,000,  all  of  which  they  snrrepdered  and  delivered  up  to 
their  assignee  herein. 

They  have  fully  and  fairly  accounted  to  said  assignee  for 
all  property  or  money  belonging  to  their  estate  at  the  time 
of  their  failure,  and  all  moneys  drawn  by  them  or  paid  to  any 
person  was  drawn  and  paid  in  good  faith,  and  duly  and 
regularly  entered  in  their  books,  in  the  possession  of  said 
assign  ecf 

The  money  drawn  by  said  bankrupts  for  their  personal  use, 
up  to  the  date  of  their  adjudication,  has  been  duly  accounted 
for. 

•  The  money  paid  to  Leopold  Mooney  was  paid  to  him  in 
good  faith,  and  so  appears  from  the  bpoks  of  said  bankrupts 
as  having  been  money  deposited  by  him  with  them,  covering 
a  period  of  about  nine  years  prior  to  said  adjudication. 

And  further  answering  the  petition  of  said  assignee,  said 
bankrupts  aver  that  prior  to  making  said  petition,  said  assignee 
commenced  two  certain  suits  in  the  United  States  district  court 
for  the  southern  district  of  New  York ;  one  against  the  paid 
Leopold  Mooney  and  the  other  against  H.  Rich,  to  recover 
from  them  the  identical  sums  of  money  sought  to  be  reached 
by  this  present  proceeding,  which  said  suits  are  now  pending 
and  undisposed  of,  and  said  bankrupts  urge  the  pendency 
thereof  in  bar  of  this  present  proceeding. 

On  the  10th  day  of  June,  1876,  a  reference  was  ordered  to 
Isaac  Dayton,  one  of  the  registers  in  bankruptcy,  to  examine 
the  bankrupts  as  to  the  property,  and  the  several  sums  of 
money  alleged  in  the  petition  of  the  assignee  to  have  been  in 
their  possession  at  the  time  the  petition  in  bankruptcy  in 
this  proceeding  was  filed  against  them. 

The  bankrupts  appeared  before'  the  register  and  were 
examined,  and  the  referee  reported,  as  the  result  of  the  exami- 
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nation,  and  in  his  opinion,  that  the  said  bankrupt,  iBaao 
Mooney,  has  not  tolly  accounted  for  the  said  sum  of  $7,149.05 
received  by  him  at  or  about  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  peti- 
tion in  bankruptcy  herein ;  that  the  said  Joseph  Mooney,  at 
the  time  of  tlie  filing  of  the  petition,  had  in  his  possession  at 
least  the  said  sum  of  $3,300. 

And  the  said  bankrupt,  Isaac  Mooney,  has  not  fully 
accounted  for  the  said  sum  of  $8,421.10  received  by  him  at 
or  about  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  petition  in  bankruptcy 
herein ;  that  the  said  Isaac  Mooney  has  not  accounted  for 
$3,300  of  the  said  sum  of  $8,421.10;  and  that  the  said  Isaac 
Mooney,  at  the  time  of  the  iiling  of  the  petition  in  bankruptcy 
herein,  had  in  his  possession  at  least  the  said  sum  of  $3,300. 

And  that  an  order  ought  to  be  made  in  the  said  bank- 
ruptcy, requiring  the  said  bankrupts,  each  of  them,  to  pay  and 
deliver  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  the  said  sum  of  $3,300 
so  as  aforesaid,  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  petition  in 
bankruptcy  herein,  in  their  possession. 

Upon  this  report  a  motion  was  made  for  the  order  prayed 
for  iu  the  petition  of  the  assignee,  which  motion  was  denied 
by  judge  Blatohfosd  in  the  district  court,  as  follows : 

Blatohfobd,  J,  —  I  am  unable,  on  the  evidence,  to  concur 
in  the  conclusion  that  the  bankrupts  are  shown  to  have  had 
in  their  possession  or  under  their  control,  at  the  time  the 
petition  in  bankruptcy  was  filed,  any  of  the  moneys  which 
they  drew  out  of  the  assets  of  their  firm  before  such  petition 
was  filed.  Therefore  the  prayer  of  the  assignee's  petition,  in 
respect  to  such  moneys,  must  be  denied. 

From  which  decision  an  appeal  was  taken  by  the  assignee 
to  the  United  States  circuit  court. 

Blumensted  c&  Aso/iery  for  appellant.    That  upon  the  report 

and  opinion  of  the  register  that  the  bankrupts  each  had  the 

sum  of  $3,300  which  they  had  concealed  from  the  assignee 

and  refused  to  deliver  over  to  him,  the  assignee  was  entitled 
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to  the  order  as  prayed  for ;  that  the  manner  in  which  the 
bankrupts  sought  to  account  for  the  fund  in  question  was 
unreasonable  and  manifestly  untrue ;  that  there  was  no  obli- 
gation to  believe  the  testimony  of  the  bankrupts,  where  its 
trutli  was  unreasonable,  unless  corroboi^ted,  and  cited  SdUcey 
agt.  Oerson  (11  N.  B.  R.^  520)  and  the  cases  therein  cited. 

Riohd,  S.^Ifewoombey  for  respondents.  The  order  of  the 
district  court  was  correct  and  should  not  be  interfered  with. 
There  was  no  evidence  to  support  the  opinion  or  the  report 
of  the  register.  The  bankrupts  answered  all  questions  put  to 
them  in  reference  to  any  disposition  of  their  property.  That 
before  the  prayer  of  the  petition  could  be  granted  it  was 
necessary  for  the  assignee  aifirmatively  to  prove  that  the 
bankrupts  had  concealed  the  funds  and  property  sought  to 
be  reached.  Salkey  agt.  Oersorij  relied  upon  by  appellant, 
does  not  apply.  The  authorities  leading  judge  Blodgett  to 
that  decision  were  English  cases  based  upon  section  260  of 
12  and  13  Victoria,  which  is  much  more  comprehensive  than 
our  section  26  of  the  bankrupt  law.  But  the  decision  in 
Salhey  agt.  Qtrson  was  based  upon  the  theory  that  it^ppeared, 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  comt,  that  the  property  in  question 
was  still  in  the  control  of  the  bankrupts,  in  some  manner 
growing  ont  of  their'  refusal  to  explain,  bnt  nothing  of  the 
sort  here  appeared. 

Johnson,  J. —  This  is  a  petition  by  the  assignee  of  the 
bankrupts  to  review  and  reverse  an  order  of  the  district  court 
made  November  25,  1876,  denying  the  prayer  of  the  petition 
of  the  same  petitioner  presented  to  the  district  court  on  the 
8th  of  December,  1875.  This  petition  asked  that  the  bank- 
rupts might  be  ordered  to  pay  over  certain  money  alleged  to 
be  in  their  hands,  and  might  be  attached  and  punished  for 
contempt  if  they  did  not  obey  such  order. 

An  order  was  made  upon  this  petition,  to  which  the  bank- 
rupts had  filed  an  answer,  referring  It  to  one  of  the  registers 
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to  take  proofs  upon  the  issues  raised  by  the  answer  of  the 

bankrupts  in  respect  to  the  moneys  alleged  to  be  in  their 

hands.    Upon  this  order  voluminous  proofs  were  taken  and 

reported  to  the  district  court 

Upon  these  proofs  the  parties  were  heard,  and  on  the  10th 
of  June,  1876,  an  order  was  made  reciting  that  the  bankrupts 
had  received  between  the  1st  of  January,  1874,  and  the  16th 
of  July,  1874,  the  day  of  their  failure,  from  the  assets  of  the 
firm,  the  following  sums,  viz. :  Joseph  Mooney,  $7,147.05, 
and  Isaac  Mooney,  •$8,421 ;  that  neither  of  them  had 
accounted  for  such  sums  received  by  him,  and  requiring  each 
of  them  to  show,  on  oath,  what  he  did  with  the  money,  and 
fully  account  for  the  same,  and  it  was  referred  to  the  same 
register  to  take  the  proofs  and  report  the  testimony,  with  his 
opinion.  A  voluminous  examination  was  reported  by  the 
register,  with  his  opinion  that  each  of  the  bankrupts  had  in 
his  hands,  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  creditors'  petition 
for  the  adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  the  sum  of  $3,300,  and 
advising  their  commitment  as  for  contempt  in  not  paying  the 
same  to  the  assignee.  Upon  the  presentation  of  this  report 
to  the  district  court,  the  order  was  made  which  is  now  under 
review. 

I  havQ  carefully  examined  this  mass  of  testimony,  and  1 
do  not  see  any  ground  for  fixing  any  particular  sum  of  money 
as  being  unaccounted  for  by  the  bankrupts.  According  to 
their  testimony  it  was  all  expended  before  the  filing  of  the 
petition  against  them. 

The  account  which  they  have  given  of  the  way  in  which 
the  money  was  spent  was  undoubtedly  subject  to  criticism, 
and  was  not  calculated  fully  to  satisfy  the  judgment,  but  did 
leave  suspicions  behind  it  as  to  its  entire  truthfcdness.  It  has, 
however,  been  passed  upon  by  the  district  judge,  who  has 
not  been  himself  able  to  pronounce  that  the  bankrupts  have 
not  complied  with  the  order  of  the  court,  by  making  all  the 
disclosure  which  is  in  their  power.  It  certainly  may  be 
true  that  they  have  told  all  they  are  able  to  tell ;  and  it  is 
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not  claimed  that  any  further  examination  is  likely  to  yield 
any  further  results.  The  bankrupts  have  answered  all  the 
questions  put  to  them.  If  their  answers  are  true,  they  have 
obeyed  the  orders  of  the  courts. 

The  district  court  has  not  felt  it  to  be  its  judicial  duty  to 
declare  them  untrue  and  to  proceed  to  punish  the  bankrupts 
on  that  basis.  In  reviewing  a  decision  of  the  district  court 
on  a  question  of  fact,  and  especially  upon  one  of  this  nature, 
it  is  for  the  petitioner  to  satisfy  the  court  that  a  wrong  decis- 
ion has  been  arrived  at  {In  re  EoWy  6  iT.  B.  H.y  10).  The 
proposition  to  be  made  out  must  be,  that  a  reasonable  man 
would  not  be  able  to  give  credit  to  the  relation  given  by  the 
bankrupt,  but  would  be  satisfied  of  its  substantial,  untruth. 
It  would  require  a  very  clear  case  to  make  that  out,  in  the 
face  of  a  decision  of  the  district  judge  sustaining  the  bank- 
rupts' story ;  or,  putting  it  at  the  lowest,  not  discrediting 
their  story,  so  as  to  feel  it  right  to  act  judicially  on  the  basis 
of  its  willful  falsity.  As  the  question  is  stated  by  judge 
Drummond,  In  re  Salkey  <JB  Oereon  (11  N.  B.  B.y  620),  did  it 
or  did  it  not  satisfactorily  appear  that  the  bankrupts  had  not 
made  a  full  disclosure  ?  And  to  this  question  the  district  court 
has  answered  in  the  negative.  With  this  decision  it  seems 
to  me  my  duty  to  concur,  unless  I  am  satisfied  that  the  dis- 
trict judge  ought  clearly  to  have  decided  the  other  way. 
The  Case  of  Salkey  cfe  Oerson  (11  iT.  B.  R.,  423  and  516) 
was  much  stronger  than  this  now  before  the  court.  The  dis- 
trict judge  in  that  case  held  the  bankrupts  not  to  have  made 
a  full  disclosure,  and  committed  them.  Eight  months  before 
their  feilure  they  had  bought  goods  to  the  amount  of  $36,000, 
had  not  paid  for  them,  and  had  remaining  only  $6,000  worth, 
at  their  own  valuation.  They  gave  no  account  whatever  as  to 
what  had  become  of  them.  Yet  judge  Drummond,  when  the 
bankrupts  were  br9ught  before  him  on  habeas  oarptcs,  thought 
it  proper,  while  holding  that  the  power  of  the  district  court 
was  complete,  and  that  there  was  no  relief  to  be  given  on 
habeas  corpus^  to  send  the  parties  back  before  the  raster 
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who  had  charge  of  the  case,  and  order  that  upon  their  farther 
examination  he  might  report  whether  the  bankrupts  had 
made  a  full  disclosure  of  what  they  knew.  The  English 
cases  which  were  cited  {In  re  Bradbury y  78  Mig.  Com.  LaWy 
14;  S.  a,  14  Com.  B.,  15;  Ex  parts  Nolan,  6  T.  R.,  118; 
Ex  parte  PerrotU  2  Burron,  1122, 1215,  oflid  Ex  parte  Lord, 
16  J!f.  and  TT.,  462)  are  founded  upon  statutes  conferring 
expressly  upon  the  commissioners,  if,  in  their  opinion,  the 
examination  of  the  bankrupt  is' unsatisfactory,  the  power  to 
commit  him.  I  do  not  think  our  statute  is  as  broad  as  the 
English  statutes,  and  therefore  the  decisions  founded  upon 
them  are  not  entirely  safe  guides  as  to  the  powers  to  be  exer- 
cised under  our  statutes.  The  application  to  this  court  upon 
review  to  reverse  the  order  of  the  district  court  in  this  mat- 
ter made  and  entered  November  25, 1876,  is  therefore  denied, 
and  the  clerk  will  certify  this  order  to  the  district  court.  * 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

William  B.  Mabtin  agt.  The  Windbob  Hotel  CoMPAirr. 

% 

Rrferenee — Action  by  an  aUomeyfor  iertieei — Appeal — dUUneUon  between 
dieoretiona/ry  crdere  and  ordere  involmng  matt&ie  of  eubetantial  right — m 
w?iat  eases  stush  ordere  may  be  reviewed  by  appeal. 

An  action  by  an  attorney  for  seryices,  where  the  defense  is  that  the 
charges  are  exorbitant  and  oppressive,  is  referable  under  the  statute; 
but  whether  it  should  be  referred  or  not  is  diecreticmary  with  the  court 
or  judge  before  whom  the  cause  is  pending. 

The  general  term  has  the  power  to  review  such  order  of  the  special  term, 
notwithstanding  it  is  discretionary. 

It  is  only  necessary  that  the  order,  to  be  appealable  from  the  special  to 
the  general  term,  must  affect  a  substantial  interest — a  matter  of  sub- 
stance, and  not  of  mere  form,  and  it  may  be  such  an  order  and  yet  be 
dieeretionc^. 

But  such  an  order  is  not  appealable  to  the  court  of  appeals. 

A  reference  is  not  an  absolute  right  in  any  case.  Whether  the  court  wHl 
oxerdse  the  power  conferred  of  referring  any  action  which  the  statute 
authorizes  to  be  referred,  depeiids  upon  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  and  the  exercise  of  the  power  in  a  given  case,  is  reviewable  by 
the  general  term,  but  not  by  this  court. 

June  Term,  1877. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Mr.  Martin  against  The 
Windsor  Hotel  Company  for  professional  services  as  l^al 
adviser,  &c.,  and  at  special  term  an  order  was  made  granting 
a  reference  of  the  issnes  in  the  action.  The  reference  was  to 
an  attorney  of  the  conrt.  The  defendants  appealed,  and 
although  there  was  no  question  that  the  issae  involved  the 
examination  of  a  long  account,  and  that  the  conrt,  therefore, 
had  power  to  order  a  reference,  the  general  term  declared 
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that  they  had  power  to  review  the  order,  notwithstanding  it 
was  discretionary,  and  held  that,  under  the  cirenmstances,  the 
present  issues,  involving  a  lawyer's  claim  against  his  client, 
should  not  be  referred  to  a  lawyer,  and  reversed  the  order, 
leaving  the  action  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  in  the  ordinary  way 
{See  10  Htm,  304  )• 

The  plaintiff  appeals  to  this  court,  and  the  defendant  asks 
that  the  appeal  be  dismissed. 

Luke  A.  Loohwoody  for  appellant. 

James  EmoUy  for  respondent. 

Ohuboh,  Ch.  J, —  It  is  conceded  that  the  action  is  referable 
under  the  statute,  and  whether  it  should  be  referred  or  not 
was  discretionary  with  the  court  below,  and  the  order  is  not, 
therefore,  appealable  to  this  court.  The  point  insisted  upon 
is  that  the  order  was  not  appealable  to  the  general  term. 
Section  349  of  the  Code  provides  (among  other  things)  that 
an  order  is  appealable  from  the  special  to  the  general  term, 
"when  it  involves  the  merits  of  the  action  or  some  part 
thereof,  or  affects  a  svhstantial  rigktP  The  question  is, 
whether  this  order  affects  a  substantial  right.  It  is  claimed 
that  a  substantial  right,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code,  is 
an  absolute  legal  right,  and  that  a  matter  which  is  discretion- 
ary is  not  a  substantial  right,  and  hence  not  appealable  to 
the  general  term.  There  are  judicial  expressions  made  during 
the  earlier  period  of  the  Code  which  favor  this  view,  but  it  is 
an  erroneous  construction,  and  it  has  been  settled  that  the 
general  term  may*  review  orders  that  affect  subetantistl  rights, 
although  discretionary.  Dbnio,  J.,  in  29  Nevi  York,  41.8,  in 
defining  a  substantial  right,  distinguished  it  from  a  merely 
formal  matter  or  right.  It  is  only  necessary  that  the  order, 
to  be  appealable,  must  affect  a  substantial  interest,  a  matter 
of  substance  and  not  of  mere  form,  and  it  may  be  such  an 
order,  and  yet  be  discretionary.    The  Code,  in  section  11, 
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subdivision  4,  recognizes  that  an  order  affecting  a  sabstan- 
tial  right  may  be  discretionary,  by  providing  that  an  appeal 
will  lie  to  the  court  of  appeals,  in  certain  cases,  from  an 
order  affecting  a  substantial  right  ^^notin/oolving  any  qysstion 
of  disoretion,^^  It  has  been  urged  that  as  the  court  of  appeals 
will  not  review  a  discretionary  order  under  the  third  sub- 
division of  the  eleventh  section  providing  for  an  appeal  to 
that  court  from  a  final  order  in  a  special  proceeding  "  affecting 
a  substantial  right,"  without  the  qualifying  words  employed 
in  subdivision  4  above  quoted,  the  general  term  has,  -there- 
fore, no  power  to  review  a  discretionary  order  under  section 
34r9,  where  the  same  words  are  used.  The  answer  to  this  is, 
that  the  court  of  appeals  refrain  from  reviewing  such  orders 
when  discretionary,  not  from  any  prohibition  implied  by  the 
words  substantial  right  but  from  the  constitution  and  func- 
tions of  the  court  as  an  appellate  tribunal  restricted  to  a 
review  of  questions  of  law  only,  while  the  general  and 
special  terms  of  the  supreme  court  are  but  di^erent  parts  of 
the  same  court,  of  equal  original  jurisdiction,  and  the  former 
can  review  and  correct  orders  made  by  the  latter,  whether 
discretionary  or  not,  provided  they  affect  matters  of  substance 
{HoweU  agt.  MHUy  53  N.  F.,  322).  The  question  involved 
below  was  a  right  to  a  trial  by  jury  or  referee,  and  whether 
the  parties » should  have  the  controversy  determined  by  one 
tribunal  or  the  other  was  a  matter  of  substance,  and  hence 
appealable,  although  the  court  had  power,  in  the  exercise  of 
its  discretion,  to  order  either  mode  of  trial.  The  constitution 
of  the  tribunal,  the  mode  of  trial,  the  effect  of  the  verdict 
and  grounds  of  review,  are  entirely  unlike,  and  affect  sub- 
stantial interests  of  the  parties  to  the  action.  The  constitu- 
tion has  protected  the  rights  of  trial  by  jury  in  a  certain  class 
of  cases,  and  as  to  others  the  statute  permits  a  reference.  A 
reference  is  not  an  absolute  right  in  any  case.  Whether  the 
court  will  exercise  the  power  conferred  of  referring  any 
action  which  the  statute  authorizes  to  be  referred,  depends 
upon  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  exercise  of 
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the  power  in  a  given  case  is  clearly  reviewable  by  the  general 
term,  but  not  by  this  court. 

The  appeal  to  this  court  must  therefore  be  dismissed. 

All  concur. 

Note.  — The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  appeals  is  defined  by  the  new 
revision  of  the  statutes  (Code  of  OivU  Procedure^  see.  190).  By  a  com- 
parison of  this  section  with  section  11  of  the  former  Code,  it  will  be 
observed  that  the  language  of  subdivisions  2  and  8  of  the  present  Code 
preserves  the  (^tinction  which  marks  section  11  of  the  former  Code,  by 
which  the  clause  excluding  orders  involving  any  discretion  is  preserved 
in  respect  to  orders  made  in  the  coui^  of  the  action,  but  is  not  contained 
in  subdivision  8,  which  relates  to  special  proceedings  and  summary 
applications  after  judgment.  But  the  principle  which  the  court  of 
appeals  lays  down,  will  be  equally  applicable  under  the  new  statute  as 
under  the  old,  and  excludes  from  review,  by  appeal  to  that  court,  orders 
involving  questions  of  discretion  when  made  in  special  proceedings  or 
after  Judgment,  equally  as  when  made  in  the  course  of  an  action  before 
judgment.  —  [Ed. 

Vol.  Lm  64 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Sullivan  agt.  O'EIebfb. 

Axstion  for  tpedfic  performaTice — Settlement  by  parties— -Dtfendanfi  cUtor- 
ney  inmts  upon  continuance  of  action  unless  his  costs  are  paid — Motion 
by  pUUnaff  for  dismissai  of  the  action  —  Attorney's  hen  for  costs. 

Where  no  judgment  has  been  entered  hi  an  action,  an  attorney  has  no 
vested  right  to  costs  therein.  Whatever  claim  he  fias  for  his  services  is 
against  his  client  on  the  retainer. 

Although  there  are  cases  holding  that  a  party  may  not  discharge  a  judg- 
ment actually  entered,  and  thus  deprive  his  attorney  of  his  costs  in 
such  judgment,  yet  it  seems  that  parties  may  settle  their  controversies 
without  consulting  the  wishes  of  their  attorneys,  or  even  against  their 
wishes,  save  where  judgment  has  been  entered  including  costs,  or  where 
the  attorney  has  obtained  a  lien  on  the  subject  matter  of  the  action. 

The  attorney  gets  no  such  lien  under  his  retainer  alone. 

Where  an  action  was  brought  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  reai  property,  after  the  cause  was  at  issue,  but  before 
trial,  the  parties  made  a  settlement  of  the  subject  of  the  action,  no^ 
withstanding  which  the  defendant's  attorney  insisted  upon  proceeding 
with  the  action  unless  his  costs  were  paid  him.  The  plaintiff  thereupon 
moved  for  a  dismissal  of  the  action. 

Edd,  that,  as  in  fact  there  was  no  longer  a  controversy  between  the 
parties,  the  action  should  not  be  continued  at  their  expense,  either  for 
the  profit  or  emolument  of  others,  and  that  the  motion  for  discon- 
tinuance should  be  granted. 

Saratoga  Special  Term^  Augitat  28, 1877. 

The  action  was  broaght  for  the  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  real  property.  After  the  case  was  at 
issue,  bat  before  trial,  the  parties  made  a  settlement  of  the 
subject  of  the  action,  notwithstanding  which  the  defendant's 
attorney  insisted  upon  proceeding  with  the  action  anless  his 
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costs  were  paid  him.    The  plaintiffs  thereapon  moved  for  a 
dismissal  of  the  action. 

jSI  ^.  BtUlardy  for  the  motion. 

J.  Ze  Buefj  opposed. 

BooKSS,  e/! — The  motion  is  made  for  specific  relief,  and 
is  followed  by  the  nsnal  claim  for  snch  other  relief  as  may  be 
proper  on  the  fkcts  of  the  case.  Thus,  the  motion  resolves 
itself  into  one  for  an  order  dismissing  the  action  or  com- 
plaint, on  the  ground  that  the  action  has  been  settled  by  the 
parties.  The  plaintiff  makes  the  motion,  averring  that  the 
action  has  been  settled.  That  the  action  has  been  settled  by 
the  parties,  and  that  there  no  longer  exists  any  controversy 
between  them,  is  not  denied ;  indeed,  this  stands  confessed. 
Bnt  the  defendant's  attorney  objects  to  the  dismissal  of  the 
action,  and  insists  that  it  shall  proceed  on  the  ground  that 
the  settlement  was  without  his  knowledge,  and  that  no  pro- 
vision having  been  made  for  the  payment  of  his  costs,  it  was 
in  fraud  of  his  rights.  No  judgment  had  been  entered  in 
the  action ;  consequently,  the  defendant's  attorney  had  no 
vested  right  to  costs  therein.  Whatever  claim  he  had  for 
his  services  was*  against  his  client  on  the  retainer.  It  does 
not  appear  that  the  defendant  would  have  succeeded  if  the 
case  had  gone  on  to  trial ;  consequently,  it  does  not  appear 
that  his  attorney  would  ever  be  entitled  to  costs  in  the  suit. 
There  are  cases  holding  that  a  party  may  not  discharge  a 
judgment  actually  entered,  and  thus  deprive  his  attorney  of 
his  costs  in  such  judgment.  But  I  am  not  aware  that  parties 
may  not  settle  their  controversies  without  consulting  the 
wishes  of  their  attorneys,  or  even  against  their  wishes,  save 
when  judgment  has  been  entered  including  costs,  or  where 
the  attorney  has  obtained  a  lien  on  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action.  He  gets  no  such  lien  under  his  retainer  alone.  I 
think  it  would  be  strange,  indeed,  if  a  party  may  not  judge 
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• 
for  himself   as   to  the    propriety  of  a  settlement    simply 

because  he  has  employed  an  attorney  to  conduct  his  ease  for 
him  in  the  court.  He  does  not  lose  his  ri^ht  to  determine 
what  is  best  for  him  because  he  has  engaged  an  agent  to 
represent  and  assist  him  in  court  His  free  agency  remains. 
The  servant  does  not  become  greater  than  his  lord.  Mr.  jus- 
tice  Stbong  says,  in  Shanks  agt.  Shoomaker  (18  If.  JT.,  489): 
"  There  is  no  case  which  goes  jar  enough  to  show  that  a  party 
who  has  not  obtained  a  judgment  in  his  favor  cannot  settle 
a  suit,  because  it  may  prejudice  the  possibility,  or  even 
probability,  that  his  attorney  might  obtain  his  costs  by  a 
future  trial  and  a  judgment  in  favor  of  his  client."  The 
question  involved  in  this  motion  has  been  repeatedly  and 
fully  considered  in  several  recent  cases,  although,  perhaps, 
under  somewhat  different  facts  from  those  here  presented ; 
in  none  of  them,  however,  were  the  facts  more  favorable  to 
the  right  of  a  party  to  settle  without  consulting  his  attorney, 
than  in  this ;  and  in  all  of  them  has  the  right  to  settle  been 
recognized  and  maintained  {Pviher  agt.  Ha/rrU^  62  Barb,^ 
600 ;  ajjirmed  in  the  covH  of  appealsj  52  Jff.  JT.,  73 ;  also 
Wright  agt.  Wright,  in  court  of  appeals,  not  yet  reported,  16 
Zaw  Journal  J  88).  In  these  cases  the  numerotis  decisions  on 
the  subject  are  cited  especially  (-S^  oases  cited  in  Harris  agt. 
PtUver,  62  Barh.,  supra).  It  is,  too,  in  -accordance  with 
public  policy  to  allow  parties  entire  freedom  in  the  settle- 
ment of  controversies ;  and  no  restraint  should  be  placed  on 
them  in  this  regard,  save  when  they  have  parted  with  theur 
right  to  judge  and  act  for  themselves  in  the  matter. 

In  this  case  there  has  been  a  settlement  satisfactory  to 
the  parties.  They  are  content  to  have  the  case  dismissed. 
There  is,  in  fact,  no  longer  a  controversy  between  them. 
The  action  should  not  be  continued  at  their  expense,  either 
for  the  profit  or  emolument  of  others. 

Motion  to  discontinue  granted. 
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8UPEEME  COURT. 
Edgab  Willia|£8  ei  al.  agt.  James  W.  Gillies  et  oL 

Partnership — agreement  to  share  in  the  profits  —  Complaint — Defense, 

An  agreement  between  parties  to  share  in  the  profits  which  might  arise 
out  of  the  purchase  of  real  estate,  is  sufficient  to  constitute  a  partner- 
ship as  to  third  persons,  no  matter  what  they  may  be  inter  sese. 

There  may  be  a  copartnership  in  real  estate,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to 
the  existence  of  such  partnership  that  it  be  evidenced  by  a  written 
agreement  signed  by  the  partners;  but  it  may  be  created  by  parol. 

Where  the  ostensible  partner  is  alone  known  in  the  transaction,  all  per- 
sons are  held  responsible  as  partners  to  ^hird  persons  who  are  to  share 
in  the  profits. 

It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  that  a  smaller  claim  than  the  party  is  entitled 
to  is  made  in  the  complaint. 

Defendant  D.  made  a  contract  with  F.  for  the  purcha^  of  the  land  in 
question.  It  was  agreed  between  R,  the  defendant  D.  and  the  defend- 
ant G.,  that  the  property  should  be  bought  for  their  joint  benefit;  R 
contributing  one-half,  D.  one-quarter  and  G.  one-quarter.  It  was 
farther  understood  that  D.  should  take  the  title  and  give  back  the  mort- 
gage. The  parties  each  contributed  their  proportionate  share  of  the 
purchase-money,  and  as  long  as  interest  was  paid  upon  the  mortgage, 
each  paid  his  proportionate  share  oj^  such  interest 

Hddy  that  R,  G.  and  D.  were  copartners  in  the  transaction,  and  all  were 
liable  for  the  debt  created  in  that  enterprise. 

Van  Bbunt,  J. —  This  is  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
made  by  William  H.  Dobbs  and  wife  to  Loraine  Freeman, 
now  deceased.  It  appears  that,  in  October,  1872,  the  defend- 
ant Dobbs  made  a  contract  with  said  Freeman  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  land  in  question.  That  it  was  agreed  between 
William  H.  Baynor,  the  defendant  Dobbs  and  the  defendant 
Gillies  that  the  property  should  be  bought  for  their  joint  bene- 
fit—  Raynor  contributing  one-half^  Dobbs  one-quarter  and 
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Gillies  one-quarter  of  the  purchase-price.  It  was  farther 
understood  tiiiat  Dobbs  should  take  the  title  and  give  back 
the  mortgage  mentioned  in  the  contract.  The  parties,  in  pur- 
suance  of  this  agreement,  each  contributed  their  proportion- 
ate share  of  the  purchase-money,  paid  in  part,  and  also  as 
long  as  interest  was  paid  upon  the  mortgage,  each  paid  his 
proportionate  share  of  such  interest.  The  plaintiff  seeks  to 
hold  the  defendant  Gillies  for  one-quarter  of  any  deficiency 
which  may  arise  upon  the  foreclosure  of  this  mortgage.  The 
defendant  Gillies  claims  that  he  cannot  be  held,  because  the 
whole  of  the  title  was  vested  in  Dobbs,  and  there  was  no 
resulting  trust  which  he  (Gillies)  could  enforce  against  Dobbs, 
and  further,  that  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  Baynor, 
Gillies  and  Dobbs  were  copartners  in  the  transaction. 

I  do  not  at  all  consider  the  claim  that  is  made  to  bind  Mr. 
Gillies  because  of  the  assumption  of  the  mortgage  in  the  deed 
tendered  by  Dobbs  to  Gillies,  because  there  is  not  sufficient 
evidence  of  an  acceptance  of  that  deed  by  Gillies. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  seems  to  me  to  establish  beyond 
any  question  that  Raynor,  Gillies  and  Dobbs  were  to  share 
in  any  profits  which  might  arise  out  of  the  purchase  of  this 
real  estate.  The  authorities  in  this  state  establish  clearly  the 
proposition  that  such  an  agreement  makes  the  parties  entering 
into  it  partners  as  to  third  persons,  no  matter  what  they  may 
be  inter  aeae  {Mcmhattan  Brass  Co.  agt.  Sears^  45  iT.  J^.,  797 ; 
LeggaU  agt.  Hyde,  58  id.,  27S),  the  theory  being  that  every 
person  who  shares  in  the  profits  deprives  creditors  of  parts  of 
the  means  of  payment.  It  is 'well  established  in  this  state 
that  there  may  be  a  copartnership  in  real  estate,  and  that 
it  is  not  necessary  to  the  existence  of  such  a  partnership  that 
it  be  evidenced  by  a  written  agreement  signed  by  the  part- 
ners, but  that  it  may  be  created  by  parol ;  and  it  is  further 
decided  that  where  such  partnership  exists,  the  partners  may 
establish  their  interest  in  land,  the  subject  of  the  partnership, 
without  such  interest  being  evidenced  by  any  writing  {Ches- 
ter agt.  Dickinson,  54  N.  Y.,  1,  and  cases  there  cited). 


:? 
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These  authorities  clearly  show  that  Baynor,  Dobbs  and 
Gillies  were  copartners  in  respect  to  the  purchase  of  this 
land.  The  next  objection  raised  'is,  that  Freeman,  the  mort- 
gagee, knew  nothing  of  the  fact  that  Bajnor  and  Gillies  were 
the  copartners  of  Dobbs.  The  principle  is  well  settled  that 
where  the  ostensible  partner  is  alone  known  in  the  transac- 
tion, all  persons  are  held  responsible  as  partners  to  third  per- 
sons who  are  to  share  in  the  profits  {Story  on  Partn^aki^^ 
sec  63). 

It  is,  therefore,  entirely  immaterial  whether  the  mortgagee 
knows  or  did  not  know  at  the  time  he  took  his  mortgage  of 
the  existence  of  the  copartnership ;  all  the  copartners .  are 
liable  to  him  for  the  debt  created  in  that  enterprise. 

The  objection  that  the  plaintiff,  in  his  complaint,  only 
claims  to  hold  Gillies  for  one-fonrth  of  the  deficiency  certainly 
cannot  be  objected  by  him,  as  it  is  no  defense  that  a  smaller 
claim  than  the  party  is  entitled  tais  made  in  the  complaint. 

It  seem  to  us,  therefore,  very  clear,  upon  aathority  and 
principle,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  judgment  asked 
for  in  the  complaint. 

Judgment  accordingly. 


1 
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Hatter  of  Smal. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
In  the  matter  of  Joseph  Smal. 

AppUcaJtion  for  discharge  of  insolvent  —  Res  adjtidicata, 

• 

Where,  upon  an  application  made  by  an  insolvent  debtor  for  a  discharge, 
it  appears  that  the  petitioner  has  before,  under  the  same  statute,  applied 
to  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  of  this  state  for  his  discharge,  and  in 
that  application  issue  was  duly  joined,  a  trial  had,  and  after  a  full  hear- 
ing the  application  was  denied  upon  the  merits,  an  order  duly  entered 
and  served,  from  which  no  appeal  has  been  taken,  and  no  application 
made  to  open  those  proceedings  or  to  amend  the  same,  held,  that  Uie 
doctrine  of  res  a4j%uUeaia  applies,  and  the  application  should  be  denied. 

At  Cha/mhers^  August^  1877. 

The  above-named  Joseph  Smal  was,  by  an  order  granted 
by  the  supreme  court  of  this  department,  arrested  for  falsely 
and  fraudulently  contracting  the  indebtedness  which  was  the 
subject  of  an  action  brought  against  him  by  the  creditor, 
Jacob  Tartter,  in  a  suit  in  said  court,  in  March,  1876.  No 
motion  was  ever  made  by  him  to  vacate  that  order  of  arrest, 
and  the  same  has  ever  since  remained  in  full  force  and  effect 
therein  against  him. 

After  issue  was  joined  by  his  sworn  answer  in  that  action, 
the  suit  came  to  trial  at  a  special  circuit  of  said  court,  and 
on  the  9th  day  of  May,  1876,  judgment  was  rendered  against 
him  for  $2,137.40  damages,  including  interest,  the  full  amount 
of  the  plaintiff's  claim  therein. 

On  the  10th  day  of  May,.  1876,  judgment  for  $2,326, 
damages  and  costs,  was  entered  in  favor  of  said  Jacob  Tartter 
against  said  Joseph  Smal,  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  this 
county,  in  said  action ;  and  on  the  same  day  execution  thereon 
was  duly  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  this  county  against  property 
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of  the  8aid  Joseph  Smal,  and  thereafter  duly  returned  ^^  nidla 
hona  "  by  said  sheriff. 

Thereupop,  and  on  the  5th  day  of  August,  1876,  an  execu- 
tion upon  said  judgment  was  duly  issued  against  the  person 
of  Smal,  to  the  same  sheriff,  and  the  said  Smal  duly  charged 
in  execution  thereunder,  and  has  ever  since  been  itL  full 
force  and  effec^t  against  him. 

On  the  14th  day  of  November,  1876,  the  said  Smal,  by  the 
service  of  his  petition,  with  notice  of  motion,  commenced  pro- 
ceedings in  said  supreme  court,  in  this  department,  for  his 
discharge  from  said  execution  against  his  person,  as  an 
imprisoned  debtor  under  the  sixth  article,  chapter  5,  title  1, 
part  2  of  Revised  Statutes. 

This  application  was  opposed  by  Mr.  Tartter,  and  after  a 
full  and  exhaustive  hearing  and  examination  of  Smal  before 
the  court,  the  motion  for  his  discharge  was  fully  argued 
before,  and  submitted  to,  justice  Donohub,  of  that  coifrt,  on 
the  24th  day  of  December,  1876,  and  that  on  the  twenty- 
sixth  day  of  the  same  month  the  said  justice  denied  the 
motion  and  remanded  the  prisoner  to  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff  under  the  said  execution  against  his  person,  and  an 
order  to  that  effect  was  on  the  same  day  duly  entered,  and 
on  the  second  day  of  January  next  following  duly  served  on 
the  said  Smal's  attorney  in  that  proceeding. 

Thereafter,  and  on  the  10th  day  of  January,  1877,  said 
Smal  moved  before  said  justice  Donohub  for  a  reargument 
of  said  motion,  and  the  same  was  by  said  justice  Donohub 
denied,  and  an  order  to  that  effect  duly  entered,  and  on  the 
thirteenth  day  of  January,  same  year,  a  copy  of  the  last- 
named  order  duly  served  on  the  attorney  for  said  Smal  in 
those  proceedings. 

No  appeal  has  ever  been  taken  by  said  Smal  from  either  of 
those  orders  of  26th  December,  1876,  and  10th  January, 
1877,  and  each  of  them  still  remain  in  full  force  and  effect 
against  the  prisoner. 

The  said  Joseph  Smal  did  thereafter,  by  another  attorney, 
Vol.  LITT.  66 
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in  this  court,  institute  the  same  proceedings  for  his  discharge 
from  said  imprisonment  under  the  same  statute,  namely: 
Article  6,  chapter  5,  title  1,  part  2,  by  service  of  his  petition 
and  notice  of  motion  in  this  court  therefor,  on  the  sixteenth 
day  of  March  last  past,  returnable  at  special  term  thereof, 
on  the  thirty-first  day  of  the  same  month,  at  ten  o'clock  in 
.  the  forenoon^  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  counsel  can  be  heard. 
Which  proceedings  were,  after  many  adjournments,  had  on 
the  13th  day  of  May,  1877,  and  dismissed  on  Smal's  failure  to 
appear,  and  his  application  for  his  discharge,  and  all  proceed- 
ings thereunder,  denied. 

On  the  6th  day  of  July,  1877,  said  Smal  again  makes  the 
same  application  to  this  court  upon  the  same  kind  of  papers, 
xetumable  July  26,  1877,  at  special  term. 

Jesse  K.  Furlong^  counsel  for  creditor  Jacob  Tartter. 

I.  Jhe  papers  presented  by  the  petitioner  on  this  applica- 
tion show  ''  that  he  is  a  prisoner  confined  in  the  county  jail 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  on  execution  issued  out 
of  the  supreme  court  against  the  person  of  your  petitioner  for 
false  and  fraudulent  pretenses  in  the  purchase  of  goods,  wares 
and  merchandise."  GoAsequeiitly  he  is  not  entitled  to  his 
discharge.  His  proceedings  not  being  just  and  fair,  as  defined, 
by  the  foregoing  act,  no  relief  can  be  granted  to  him.  In 
The  Matter  of  Brady  (Reported  in  8  Hun^  437)  the  supreme 
court  of  this  department  at  general  term,  March,  1876,  in 
overruling  the  order  of  justice  Donohue,  discharging  a  pris- 
oner in  proceedings  like  the  present,  where  it  was  shown  that 
no  part  of  any  former  estate  or  property  of  the  prisoner  was 
in  the  hands  of  any  person,  fraudulently  or  otherwise,  except 
what  passed  to  his  assignee  in  insolvency,  nevertheless  held 
that  the  nature  of  the  debts  and  the  acts  for  which  the  judg- 
ment were  obtained,  if  his  acts  were  not  just  and  fair,  pre- 
cluded him  from  applying  for  the  benefit  of  the  act,  holding 
that  the  necessity  of  all  the  prisoners'  proceedings  being  just 
and  fair,  applied  not  to  the  proceedings  upon  which  the  appli- 
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cation  was  made  alone,  bat  to  those  matters  in  the  suit  in 
which  the  judgment  was  obtained.  This  decision  was  affirmed 
in  the  court  of  appeals  {See  cmte^  128). 

II.  The  act  in  question  was  created  solely  for  the  benefit  of 
poor  but  unfortunate  debtors,  and  not  for  the  relief  of  the 
fraudulent  debtor  {Matter  of  Watson^  2  E.  D.  Smithy  429  ; 
Oavl  agt.  Clark,  1  N.  Y.  W.  D.,  209  ;  In  re  Walter  Brady, 
8  Hun,  37 ;  Matter  of  Pie,  10  Abb.  P.  R.,  409 ;  People  agt. 
White,  14  How.  P.  R,,  429).  In  The  Case  of  Watson  (2  E. 
D.  Smith,  4:29),  this  court  held  as  follows :  "  The  proceed- 
ings of  2  Revised  Statutes,  31,  which  forbids  a  discharge  if 
the  debtor  has  fraudulently  disposed  of  his  property,  or  in 
case  his  proceedings  have  not  been  just  and  fair,  contain  no 
limitations  as  to  time ;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  a  fraud 
upon  his  creditors  is  perpetrated  before  the  imprisonment  in 
execution  or  intermediate  the  arrest  and  execution."  And 
again,  in  The  Matter  of  Pie  {supra),  the  supreme  court  in 
this  department  laid  down  the  rule  :  "  Ah  insolvent  is  not 
entitled  to  his  discharge  fron\  an  indebtedness  which  arose 
from  his  embezzlement  of  money  and  evidence  of  debt,  which 
came  to  the  possession  of  the  prisoner,  as  a  clerk,  in  the 
course  of  his  employment." 

III.  The  petitioner  has  before,  under  the  same  statute, 
applied  to  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  of  this  state  for  his 
discharge,  and  on  that  application  issue  was  duly  joined,  a 
trial  had,  and  after  a  full  hearing  the  application  was  denied 
upon  the  merits,  an  order  duly  entered  and  served,  from 
which  no  appeal  has  been  taken,  and  no  application  made  to 
open  those  proceedings  or  to  amend  the  same.  The  doctrine 
of  res  adjudioata  applies.  The  petitioner  should  have  either 
moved  to  open  these  proceedings,  or  have  appealed  from  the 
order  so  entered.  He  was  entitled  to  such  an  appeal  by  the 
Laws  of  1854,  chapter  270,  page  692  {Matter  of  Imingston, 
34  N.  Y.,  557).  Certiora/ri  will  remove  to  the  supreme  court 
for  examination  and  review  (2  R.  S,,  49,  60;  and  Laws  of 
1874,  chap.  280,  sec.  17;  Gardner  agt.  Commissioners,  10  How. 
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Pr,  J?.,  181 ;  People  ex  rd.  Louis  agt.  J,  F.  Daly^  4  Hun^ 
641 ;  M(yrewood  agt.  HoUister^  6  N.  F.,  309).  The  principle 
of  res  ddjvdicata  applies  in  cases  like  the  present  one  {Demorest 
agt.  Day,  32  N.  T.,  281 ;  White  agt.  Coatsvxyrth,  6  N.  Z., 
137 ;  Tonkers  and  N.  T.  F.  I.  Co.  agt.  Bishop,  1  Daly,  449 ; 
Powers  agt.  Witty,  42  How.  P.  JR.,  352 ;  People  ex  rd.  Loch- 
wood  agt.  Akin,  4  HiU,  606).  In  Brown  agt.  Mayer,  in 
court  of  appeals  (13^A  c/wt^,  1876,  reported  in  Weekly  Digest 
of  Septeinber  11,  1876,  vol.  3,  iTo.  5,  p.  119),  held  that  the 
date  of  res  adjvdicata  applies  not  only  to  judgments,  but  to 
all  judicial  proceedings,  whether  made  in  actions  or  summary 
or  special  proceedings,  or  by  a  judicial  officer  in  matters 
properly  submitted  to  their  determination.  Matter  of  Rosen- 
he7*g  (10  Abb.  [N.  5.]i  ^^0),  Matter  of  Thomas  (10  Abb.  P. 
[N.  S,\  114),  are  cases  in  point.  If  the  debtor  can  make  a 
second  application,  after  being  defeated  in  the  first,  there  can 
be  no  limit  to  the  applications,  and  the  creditor  may  better 
abandon  his  claim*  at  once  than  think  of  opposing  a  discharge. 
Per  Bift)NSON,  J.,  in  People  agf.  Alien  (4  HiU,  608).  In  The 
Matter  of  Andrew  L.  Roberts,  just  decided  by  the  general 
term  of  the  supreme  court  of  this  department  (10  Hun,  253), 
the  court  has  expressly  )]ecided  that  an  application  like  the 
present  one  is,  after  the  decision  of  justice  Donohxie,  res 
adjudicata.  The  case  of  Roberts  is  in  all  respects  identical 
with  the  one  now  before  this  court.  Affirmed  in  court  of 
appeals  (See  ante,  199), 

IV.  The  copy  petition  of  the  applicant  is  defective  in  not 
having  attached  thereto  the  usual  sheriff's  certificate  of 
imprisonment.  This  is  a  defect  going  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
these  proceedings,  and  as  these  proceedings  are  purely  statu- 
tory, they  must  be  strictly  followed,  and  if  any  defect  occurs 
therein,  it  cannot  be  cured  by  amendment.  QxMsre  :  Can  this 
court  review  and  reverse  an  order  of  the  sppreme  court  made 
in  reference  to  a  judgment  of  the  latter  court!  Certainly 
not.  For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  present  application  should 
be  denied,  with  costs. 
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Peter  Mitchdl^  counsel  for  applicant,  argaed  that  the  law 
should  be  construed  according  to  the  intent  of  the  law-making 
power ;  that  it  had  been  the  policy  of  the  law-making  power 
in  all  civilized  countries  to  reduce  the  penalties  for  crimes, 
and  to  legislate  in  favor  of  the  liberty  of  the  citizen.  He 
cited  the  caaa  of  The  Royal  Commisaion^  in  1836,  which 
reduced  the  then  thirty-six  death  penalties  to  six,  and  since 
that  time  they  have  been  reduced  to  two,  and  in  this  state 
the  legislature  intended  to  abolish  imprisonment  for  debt, 
and  had  so  modified  previous  laws  that  an  application  can 
DOW  be  made  by  an  imprisoned  debtor  as  often  as  be  desires ; 
that  if  it  were  not  so,  and  if  the  debtor  had  no  money  and  no 
friends  to  come  forward  to  pay  the  judgment,- and  his  appli- 
cation were  denied,  he  would  have  to  remain  in  prison  during 
his  natural  life,  if  the  doctrine  of  res  adjvdicata  applied,  and 
claiming  that  the  court  of  appeals  had  substantially  reversed 
the  opinion  of  the  geileral  term  in  the  Roberts  Casey  which 
bad  sustained  the  res  adjudiocUa  theory. 

Van  Hobsbn,  J.  —  The  decision  of  the  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court  In  the  Matter  of  Andrew  L,  Roberts^  though 
not  of  binding  authority  in  this  court,  is  entitled  to  so  much 
weight  and  consideration  that  I  shall  follow  it  and  govern  my 
action  by  it.  Where  there  are  in  one  city  three  courts  of  con- 
current jurisdiction,  good  order  requires  that  they  shall  so 
conduct  their  affairs  that  no  one  of  them  shall  interrupt  or 
weaken  the  force  of  the  proceedings  and  adjudications  of  either 
the  others.  If  counsel  has  discovered  new  evidence,  which 
establishes  the  innocence  of  his  client,  let  him  apply  to  the 
court  which  formerly  adjudged  his  client  to  be  guilty  of  fraud, 
and  he  may  there  obtain  leave  to  present  his  new  proofs. 
Unless  counsel  expects  the  court  of  common  pleas  to  reverse, 
modify  or  make  void  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court,  I  can 
perceive  no  reason  for  making  this  application  to  the  common 
pleas  instead  of  applying  to  the  supreme  court  for  leave  to 
renew  in  that  court  his  former  application. 
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SUPREME  COURT.    • 
Mast  Monabqite  agt.  Ellen  Requa  and  others. 

Wm—eomtnusiion — voidd&vm. 

Where  a  testator  gave  the  income  of  his  estate  to  his  four  daughters,  to  be 
divided  between  them  equally  **  during  their,  and  each  of  their,  natural 
lives,  with  remainder  to  their  respective  children,  and  to  their  respective 
heirs,  it  being  further  provided  that  if  eith^  daughter  should  die  with- 
out issue,  the  share  of  such  deceased  daughter  should  be  divided  between 
the  survivor  or  survivors  of  them,  share  and  share  alike,  &c. : " 

ffeld^  that  the  testamentary  disposition  was  void,  as  creating  a  limitation 
beyond  two  lives  in  being  at  the  testator^s  death. 

Special  Term^  1876. 

Gideon  J.  Tucker^  for  plaintiff. 

Z.  S,  Chatfield^  for  defendant  Eliza  Monarque. 

• 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  The  plaintiff  is  a  daughter  of  Jeremiah 
H.  Monarqne,  deceased*  and  in  and  by  her  complaint  claims 
that  the  second  and  third  sections  of  her  father's  will  are 
illegal  and  void,  as  contrary  to  the  statutes  of  the  state  of 
New  York,  inasmuch  as  it  is  thereby  attempted  to  suspend 
the  absolute  power  of  alienation  of  real  estatej  and  the  abso- 
lute ownership  of  personal  property,  for  a  longer  period  than 
for  two  lives  in  being,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  her  father. 
The  paragraphs  of  the  will  complained  of  are  as  follows : 
"  Second.  I  give  and  bequeath  the  income  arising  from  ray 
estate  to  my  daughters,  Ellen  Requa,  Louisa  Dixon,  Eliza  and 
Mary,  to  be  divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike, 
during  their  and  each  of  their  respective  natural  lives,  and 
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remainder  to  their  respective  children,  and  to  their  respective 
heirs  and  assigns  forever." 

"  Third.  It  is  my  will,  and  I  do  hereby  so  order  and  direct, 
that  if  either  or  any  of  my  said  daughters  shall  die  without 
lawful  issue,  that  the  share  of  said  deceased  daughter  or 
daughters  shall  be  divided  between  the  survivor  or  survivors 
of  them,  share  and  share  alike,  and  to  their  children,  respect- 
ively, as  above  expressed."  • 

The  testator  having,  by  the  first  paragraph  of  this  will, 
given  to  his  wife  the  use  of  all  his  real  and  personal  estate 
during  her  natural  life,  the  enjoyment  and  participation  of  the 
four  daughters  in  the  income,  commences  with  her  death. 

'  The  effect  of  the  second  paragraph  of  the  will  is  to  suspend 
the  absolute  power  of  alienation  of  the  realty  and  the  absolute 
ownership  of  the  personalty  for  four  lives. 

The  gift  to  the  four  daughters  is  of  the  income  prising  from 
the  testator's  estate,  share  and  share  alike,  during  their  and' 
each  of  their  lives. 

This  renders  the  estate  inalienable  during  the  lives  of  the 
four  children  and  the  survivors  of  them.  The  remainder 
over  is  to  the  children  and  heirs  of  the  four  daughters,  to  take 
effect  in  possession,  after  the  death  of  the  last  surviving 
daughter.  Such  disposition  is  void.  The  limitation  over 
after  the  death  of  the  wife,  leaving  to  the  four  daughters 
during  their  lives,  without  any  separation  of  the  estate  into 
shares,  and  to  continue  during  the  lives  of  the  four,  is  a  limi- 
tation clearly  beyond  the  continuance  of  two  lives  in  being, 
at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  is  void  by  the  statute,  leaving 
the  fee  to  vest  immediately  in  the  heirs  at  law,  subject  only 
to  the  life  estate  of  the  wife  (3  Ren.  Stat,  {^thed^l^p^  11, 
sees.  14, 15 ;  Coster  agt.  LoriUard^  14  Wend.y%i?> ;  Hawley  agt. 
JameSy  16  id.^  61).  The  life  estate  given  to  the  wife  is  sepa- 
rate from  the  other  life  estates ;  it  does  not  disturb  the  con- 
tinuity of  the  descent,  and  is  therefore  valid  {Savage  agt. 
Burnham  et  al.y  17  Jf.  JT.,  561 ;  Kane  and  wife  agt.  Gotty 
34  Wend.,  641). 
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It  must,  therefore,  be  determined  in  this  action,  that  the 
said  decedent  died  intestate  as  to  all  the  rigkts  and  interests 
in  his  property  attempted  to  be  devised  or  bequeathed  by  the 
second  and  third  paragraphs  of  his  will,  and  that  the  fee  and 
title  to  said  property,  attempted  to  be  given  thereby,  vests 
immediately  iii  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  testator,  subject  only  to 
the  life  estate  of  the  wife,  and  there  should  be  judgment 
accordingly. 


V 
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N.  Y.  COMMON* PLEAS. 

In  the  matter  of  the  accouoting.  of  William  L.  Soott, 
assignee  of  Kenyon,  Cox  &  Co,,  and  of  David  Dows, 
special  trnstee,  &o. 

Asngnee — AeeounHng — Btference  to  take  and  state  auignee^B  aceounU^ 
What  eampentaiian  to  be  allowed  assignee,  trustee  and  eownsd. 

The  courts,  in  the  dlstrihution  of  estates  intrusted  by  law  to  their  admin- 
istration are,  to  a  great  extent,  acting  for  absent  creditors  or  unrepre- 
sented parties,  who  repose,  with  confidence,  upon  the  judicial  care  and 
watchfulness  of  the  courts  of  their  interests.  No  right  exists  in  such 
tribunal  to  sequester  the  money  equitably  belonging  to  others  in  lavish 
and  injudicious  allowances  to  trusjtees,  or  their  attorneys  or  agents, 
engaged  in  such  administration,  or  to  counsel  who  appear  in  the  pro- 
ceeding for  distribution,  but  they  are  bound  to  regard  every  dollar  thus 
appropriated  as  involuntarily  exacted  and  levied  from  its  lawful  owner 
for  the  necessary  expenses  of  administration. 

Motion  to  confirm  the  report  of  a  referee  appointed  to  examine  into  the 
accounts  of  an  assignee,  which  proceeding  for  such  an  accounting 
originated  upon  the  petition  of  a  creditor  of  the  assignor  to  the  extent 
of  some  $134.  Upon  the  return  of  that  application,  the  assignee  obtained 
an  order  for  a  final  accounting,  and  upon  the  return  day  the  order  of 
reference  was  made.  The  referee  proceeded  to  take  and  state  the 
accounts  as  required  by  the  order  of  reference,  and  as  authorized  by 
the  amendment  to  section  4  of  the  act  of  1860  (chap,  848),  as  made  by 
chapter  56  of  Laws  of  1875.  Among  other  items  awarded  by  the 
referee,  and  submitted  to  the  court  for  its  approval,  are  the  following, 
viz.  :  First,  That  the  counsel  for  the  petitioning  creditor,  to  whom  less 
than  $150  was  due,  shoxdd  be  paid  $400  for  his  services.  Second,  That 
the  special  trustee,  whose  accounting  was  in  a  measure  involved,  and 
whose  legal  commissions,  at  the  rate  allowed  by  law  to  executors  and 
administrators,  amount  to  $3,820.50,  should  be  paid,  as  a  compensation 
for  his  services,  $6,000.  Third  To  the  assignee,  instead  of  $11,892.91, 
his  legal  commission  at  the  like  rate,  "should,  in  consideration  of  the 
laborious  nature  of  ^  duties,  and  the  great  skill  and  fidelity  displayed 
Vou  LIII  66 
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by  him/*  be  paid  the  stun  of  ^40,000;  and,  Fourth,  that  the  attorneys 
for  the  assignee,  for  services  rendered  by  them  t/»  tlie  matter  cf  the 
aeeaurUing,  **and  preparation  of  reports  of  proceeding,  petitions,  for 
general  citation,  issue  and  service  of  same,  and  attendance  in  court  and 
before  referee/'  should  (in  addition  to  $1,000  theretofore  paid  them  by 
the  assignee,  and  allowed  for  counsel  fee  in  the  matter  of  the  assign- 
ment) be  paid  the  further  sum  of  $10,000. 

Held,  first,  that  as  to  the  items  in  the  claim  for  the  petitioning  creditor 
(whose  debt  is  less  than  $150)  to  an  allowance  of  four  hundred  doUart, 
there  is  no  law  or  principle  of  Justice  accepted  or  .acted  upon  by  the 
courts  which  Justify  any  such  award  to  him  out  of  these  trust  funds. 

It  does  not  appear  that,  in  regard  to  the  claim  of  the  petitioning  creditor, 
there  was  any  dispute  before  the  referee  in  respect  to  it  which  required 
a  trial  before  him,  and  the  proceeding  he  instituted  was  superseded  by 
the  intervention  of  the  assignee  under  claim  of  right  to  a  final  account- 
ing, and  with  it  the  claim  of  this  creditor,  so  far  as  appears,  was  recog- 
nized without  question  or  contest. 

The  proceeding  he  instituted  is  styled  *'  speciaV*  and  no  costs  or  rate  of 
counsel  fee  is  provided  by  law  otherwise  than  on  an  allowance  of  such 
taxable  costs  or  allowances  as  are  prescribed  by  the  Code  (mc.  300). 
They  can  only  be  awarded  to  a  successful  party,  and  in  such  case  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  court  to  determine  which  party  shall  pay  the  same, 
and  in  the  absence  of  any  other  provisions  of  law,  the  rate  fixed  by  the 
Code  in  analogous  cases  should  govern. 

HMy  second,  that  as  to  the  claim  of  the  special  assignee  or  trustee  to  the 
allowance  of  $6,000,  instead  of  his  legal  commissions,  it  must  also  be 
denied.  There  is  no  provision  or  principle  of  law  that  permits  any 
increase  of  the  allowance  to  such  trustee  beyond  the  statutory  compen- 
sation made  to  executors  and  administrators. 

Held,  third,  that  as  to  the  claim  of  the  general  assignee  to  $40,000,  instead 
of  his  legal  commissions,  the  same  rule  applies,  and  he  should  be 
allowed  the  same  commissions  which  are  by  statute  allowable  to  execu- 
tors and  administrators,  and  his  allowances  should  be  restrict^  to  those 
rates.  Although  the  law  exacts  the  most  conscientious  discharge  of 
his  duty,  nothing  cai^  be  allowed  beyond  such  statutory  allowance 
under  claim  for  excess  of  zeal,  or  assumption  of  more  onerous  duties 
than  might  have  been  exacted. 

Bold,  fourth,  that  as  to  the  claim  of  the  attorneys  and  counsel  of  the 
assignee  to  an  allowance  of  $10,000  for  the  conduct  of  the  proceedings 
upon  the  accounting,  in  addition  to  the  sum  of  $1,000  allowed  and 
paid  them  as  a  fee  in  the  course  of  the  administration  of  the  assigned 
estate,  the  case  is  not  so  intricate  as  to  warrant  its  payment. 

The  simple  employment  of  such  officers  of  the  law  to  aid  an  assignee 
having  $1,000,000  to  administer  does  not  necessarily,  or  by  any  just 
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deduction  ftom  the  ma^tude  of  the  sums,  entitle  them  to  any  increased 
compensation  for  their  services  beyond  what  might  be  allowed  to  a  like 
employment  of  a  derk  or  other  assistant,  or  to  any  such  engagement 
where  the  fund  was  small  in  amount. 

The  services  rendered  by  attorneys  and  counsel  in  such  cases  are  to  be 
remunerated  according  to  a  fair  and  reasonable  estimate,  as  in  any 
other  ordinary  cases  of  employment;  and  the  amount  can  have  no  just 
dependence  for  its  estimate  of  value  upon  the  extent  or  character  of 
the  fUnd  to  be  administered. 

The  character  and  guality  of  professional  skill  that  the  necessity  of  the 
case  requires  to  be  employed,  and  its  general  values,  are  to  be  considered 
by  the  court  in  passing  upon  an  allowance  asked  for. 

In  cases  where  the  aid  of  counsel  are  both  proper  and  necessary,  the 
claim  on  the  part  of  the  trustee  to  an  allowance  is  not  one  addressed 
to  the  mere  discretion  or  arbitrary  will  of  the  court,  but  must  be 
predicated  upon  competent,  evidence  for  its  action. 

In  the  settlement  of  the  accounts  of  a  trustee,  no  allowance  (beyond  prob- 
ably that  for  some  clerkly  duty)  can  be  made  for  the  preparation,  proper 
keeping  and  presentation  of  his  accounts  in  a  clear  and  explicit  manner, 
and  with  all  necessary  proofs  to  sustain  it.  Such  duty  he,  in  law, 
engages  as  a  part  of  his  personal  trust,  and  he  cannot,  in  respect  to  it, 
exact  any  expense  for  employing  counsel  to  instruct  him  in  his  own 
legal  duty,  unless  some  complications  or  unusual  or  unforeseen  difi- 
culties  have  arisen  rendering  such  employment  of  counsel  necessary 
and  proper. 

At  Chcmbers^  September,  1877. 

KoBiNsoN,  J.  —  The  present  motion  is  made  upon  the  report 
of  Stephen  H.  Olin,  referee,  appointed  under  an  order  dated 
May  25,  1877,  whereby  the  accounts  of  said  William  L.  Scott, 
assignee  of  Kenyon,  Cox  &  Go.,  and  also  the  account  of  David 
Dows  as  special  trustee,  and  the  vouchers,  were  referred  to  him 
to  take  and  state  the  same. 

The  proceeding  for  such  accounting  originated  upon  the 
petition  of  John  F.  Tracy^  a  creditor  of  the  assignors,  to  the 
extent  of  some  $134.  Upon  the  return  of  that  application, 
the  assignee  obtained  an  order  for  a  final  accounting  and  the 
issuing  of  a  citation  to  the  creditors,  and  on  proof  of  due  ser- 
vice upon  the  creditors  personally,  or  by  publication  on  the 
return  day,  the  order  of  reference  to  Mr.  Olin  was  made. 
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The  proceedings  of,  the  aseignee  appear  to  have  been  r^a- 
larly  conducted  throughout,  none  of  the  creditors  having 
intervened  in  the  matter  to  make  any  opposition  to  the  pro- 
ceedings or  accounts  of  the  assignee  on  the  accounting. 

The  refei^ee  proceeded  to  take  and  state  the  accounts  as 
required  by  the  order  of  reference,  and  as  authorized  by  the 
amendment  to  section  4  of  the  act  of  1860  {chap.  348),  as 
made  by  chapter  66  pf  Laws  of  1875.  No  objection  is  now 
made  by  any  creditor  to  the  proceedings  of  the  assignee,  or  to 
any  item  of  such  statement  of  their  said  accounts,  as  thus  set- 
tled by  the  referee.  Pending  the  proceedings  before  the 
referee  commenced  under  the  act  of  1860  and  its  amend- 
ments, the  act  of  June  16,  1867  {chap.  466),  repealing  and 
superseding  it  had  gone  into  effect,  by  section  28  of  which  any 
proceeding  thereafter  had  or  pending  under  the  previous  acts 
was  to  be  continued  under  its  provisions.  Otherwise,  as  a 
repeal  of  the  former  act,  it  went  into  immediate  effect.  It 
constituted  this  court  {sec,  25),  in  respect  to  such  assignments, 
a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  affirming  and  continuing  {sec, 
20,  sub.  3)  the  power  to  appoint  a  referee  to  take  and  state 
an  account  of  the  assignee.  Whatever  matter  that  officer  has 
assumed  to  consider,  or  to  suggest  for'the  consideration  of  the 
court  beyond  taking  and  stating  the  account  of  the  assignee, 
as  to  receipts  and  disbursements  actually  made  by  him,  and 
his  settlements  of  commissions  as  established  by  law  (none 
other  having  been  referred  to  him).  Was  in  excess  of  any  power 
conferred  upon  him;  and  any  additional  suggestions  made 
by  him  are  entitled  to  respectful  consideration  as  emanating 
from  one  in  whom  confidence  had  been  placed  by  the  court 
Such,  however,  as  are  contained  in  his  report,  and  which  the 
counsel  for  the  petitioning  creditor  and  of  the  assignee  sub- 
mit for  approval  in  a  proposed  order  or  decree,  contain  some 
matters  that  occasion  serious  ground  for  question  as  to  the 
propriety  of  their  recognition.  First,  that  the  counsel  for 
the  petitioning  creditor,  to  whom  less  than  $150  was  due, 
should  be  paid  $400  for  his  services  in  this  matter ;  second,  that 
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Mr.  Dows,  the  special  trustee,  whose  accounting  was,  in  a  meas- 
ure, involved,  and  whose  legal  commissions,  at  the  rate  allowed 
by  law  to  executors  and  administrators,  amount  to  $3,820.50, 
should  be  paid,  as  a  compensation  for  his  services,  $6,000 ;  third, 
that  the  assignee,  William  L.  Scott,  instead  of  $11  392.91,  his 
legal  commissions  at  the  like  rate, ''  should,  in  consideration  of 
the  laborious  nature  of  his  duties,  and  the  great  skill  and  fidelity 
displayed  by  him,''  be  paid  the  sum  of  $40,000 ;  and  fourth, 
that  Tracy,  Olmstead  and  Tracy,  the  attorneys  and  counsel  for 
the  assignee,  for  services  rendered  by  them  "  in  the  matter 
of  the  accountinffy  including  supervision  and  preparation  of 
reports  of  proceeding,  petitions  for  general  citation,  issue  and 
service  of  same,  and  attendance  in  court  and  before  referee, 
should "  (in  addition  to  $1,000,  theretofore  paid  them  by 
the  assignee,  and  allowed  for  counsel  fee  in  the  matter  of 
the  assignment)  "be  paid  the  further  sum  of  $10,000." 
These  claims  are  in  each  instance  startling,  from  the  large 
amounts  proposed  and  claimed  as  compensation  for  the  services 
rendered,  and  siiggest  the  acquisition  of  fortunes  of  thousands 
of  dollars  in  the  happy  accident  of  an  employment  in  the 
course  of  the  execution  of  such  an  assignment  They  strike 
me  as  excessively  exorbitant,  and  the  recommendation  of  the 
referee  fails  to  meet  my  approval  or  confirmation.  The  courts, 
in  the  distribution  of  estates  intrusted  by  law  to  their  admin- 
istration, are,  to  a  great  extent,  acting  for  absent  creditors  or 
unrepresented  parties,  who  repose  with  confidence  upon  the 
judicial  care  and  watchfulness  of  the  courts,  of  their  interests. 
No  right  exists  in  such  tribunals  to  sequester  the  money 
equitably  belonging  to  others,  in  lavish  and  injudicious  allow- 
ances to  trustees,  or  their  attorneys  or  agents,  engaged  in 
such  administration,  or  to  counsel,  who  appear  in  the  proceed- 
ing for  distribution,  but  they  are  bound  to  regard  every  dollar 
thus  appropriated  aa  involuntarily  exacted  and  levied  from 
its  lawful  owner,  for  the  necessary  expenses  of  administration. 
As  to  that  item  in  the  claim,  presented  by  counsel  for  the 
petitioning  creditor  (whose  debt  is  less  than  $150)  to  an  allow- 
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ance  oi  fowr  hundred  dollars^  there  is  no  law  or  principle  of 
justice,  accepted  or  acted  upon  by  the  conrts,  which  justify 
any  such  award  to  liiin  out  of  these  trust  fujids.  The  courts 
are  not  the  almoner  of  such'  assigned  estates  {Devin  agt.  Per- 
rine,  26  N.  Y.,  441-449),  and  while  the  act  of  1877  {c/^pier 
466,  section  26),  authorizes  the  court  to  "  award  reasonable 
counsel  fees  and  costs,  and  to  determine  which  party  shall  pay 
the  same,"  it  does  not  countenance  any  idea  that  the  court  may 
distribute  otherwise,  out  of  its  own  motion,  any  part  of  the  fund 
of  the  estate,  under  the  name  of  cownselfees^  to  such  counsel 
as  have  appeared  and  taken  part  in  its  administration  {Noyes 
agt.  Children's  Aid  Soc,  53  How.j  10),  or  to  dispense  there- 
from its  favors,  according  to  their  appreciation  or  estimate  of 
the  merits  or  value  of  counsel  of  their  services,  or  to  act  other- 
wise than  upon  satisfactory  evidence  to  sustain  any  allowance 
it  may  make.  It  does  not  appear  that  in  regard  to  the  claim 
of  the  petitioning  creditor  there  was  any  dispute  before  the 
referee  in  respect  to  it,  which  required  a  trial  before  him,  and 
the  proceeding  he  instituted  was  superseded  by  the  interven- 
tion of  the  assignee,  under  claim  of  right  to  a  final  account- 
ing, and  with  it  the  claim  of  this  ci»editor,  so  far  as  appears, 
was  recognized  without  question  or  contest.  Nothing  in  the 
act  contemplates  the  allowance  of  any  costs  or  counsel  fees  in 
the  case  of  a  claim  thus  presented  and  recognized,  *^  sub  siieniOj' 
or  the  payment  out  of  the  trust  fund,  or  by  the  assignee  per- 
sonally, of  counsel  fees,  or  costs  where  there  was  no  contest  or 
dispute,  or  for  the  preparation  or  service  of  a  petition  that  the 
assignee  be  called  to  an  account. 

Had  the  assignee  been  derelict  in  his  duty,  or  nnconscien- 
tiously  disputed  the  debt,  some  equitable  ground  would  have 
existed  upon  which  a  claim  might  be  made  for  awarding  to 
the  successful  litigant  counsel  fees  and  costs,  either  personally 
against  the  assignee  or  out  of  the  trust  funds.  The  proceed- 
ing he  instituted  is  styled  "  special,"  and  no  costs  or  rate  of 
counsel  fee  is  provided  by  law  otherwise  than  on  an  allow- 
ance of  such  taxable  costs  or  allowances  as  are  prescribed  by 
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the  Code  {Sec.  309 ;  Laws  of  1854,  chap.  270 ;  JVoyes  agt. 
Children's  Aid  Soc.j  53  Sow.,  10).  They  can  only  be 
awarded  to  a  successful  party,  and  in  such  a  case  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  determine  which  party  shall  pay  the 
same  (act  1877,  sec.  26),  and  in  the  absence  of  any  other  pro- 
visions of  law,  the  rate  fixed  by  the  Code  in  analogous  cases 
would  govern.  • 

The  court  cannot  otherwise  speculate  as  to  what  allowances 
should  be  made  for  counsel  fees  on  any  vague  principles 
arising  out  of  any  supposed  ^^  quantum  meruit ; '^  And  no 
costs  or  counsel  fees  are  prescribed  by  the  Code  for  mere  ser- 
vice of  a  petition  and  order  to  show  cause.  This  claim,  made 
on  behalf  of  the  petitioning  creditor,  must  be  denied. 

As  to, the  claims  made  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Dows,  the  special 
assignee,  of  $6,000  instead  of  $3,820.50,  his  legal  commis- 
sions, and  of  Mr.  Scott,  the  general  assignee,  to  $40,000 
instead  of  $11,392.91,  they  must  also  be  denied. 

There  is  no  provision  or  principle  of  law  that  permits  any 
increase  of  their  allowances  beyond  the  statutory  compensa- 
tion made  to  executors  and  administrators.  Th^  law  so  far 
condemns  such  extra  allowances  to  assignees  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors  that  an  authority  in  the  assignment  to  return 
them  would  render  it  void  as  to  dissenting  creditors.  The 
acceptance  of  the  execution  of  a  trust,  in  cases  where  no  fee 
^  or  compensation  is  allowed  by  law,  is  *^  gratuitous."  "A  trus- 
tee m^  not  profit  by  his  trust"  {Robinson  agt.  Pell,  3  Pr. 
Wm.j  132).  Prima  facie  J  And  under  the  most  favorable  decis- 
ions of  our  courts,  he  becomes  entitled  only  to  such  compen- 
sation as  is  allowed  to  executors  and  administrators  (if^(;Aam 
agt.  Steams,  9  Paige,  398 ;  Duffy  agt.  Duncan,  35  N.  Y., 
187 ;  Ogden  agt  Murray,  39  id.,  202) ;  he  is  not  entitled  to 
compensation  for  personal  trouble  or  loss  of  time  {Brockshop 
agt.  Bams,  5  Mad.,  90),  and,  "  in  general,  his  position  is 
honorary  and  a  burden  upon  his  honor  and  conscience,  an4 
not  one  assumed  upon  mercenary  views  {Ayliffe  agt.  Murray, 
2  Atk.,  68 ;  Oreen  agt.  Winter,  1  John.  Oh.,  37).    Although 
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the  law  exacts  the  most  eoDScientioas  discharge  of  his  datj, 
nothing  can  be  allowed  beyond  snch  statutory  allowance  under 
claim  for  excess  of  zeal,  or  assumption  of  more  onerous 
duties  than  might  have  been  exacted.  In  confirmation  of 
the  settled  principle  as  announced  in  the  cases  in  our  own 
courts,  above  cited,  the  court  of  appeals,  in  The  Matter  of 
Edwa/rd  ScheU  (53  N.  Z.,  262),  say :  **  It  is  the  settled  rule 
of  the  court,  in  cases  where  the  creator  of  the  trust  has  made 
no  provision  for  compensation  to  the  trustee,  the  courts  have, 
by  analogy,  allowed  the  same  commissions  whicli  are  by 
statute  allowable  to  executors  and  administrators,  and  have 
restricted  the  allowances  to  those  rates."  These  authorities 
are  decisive  upon  the  claims  of  the  assignee  to  extra  compen- 
sation. There  are  further  and  other  considerations  in  respect 
to  the  claim  of  their  attorneys  and  counsel  to  an  allowance  of 
$10,000  for  the  conduct  of  these  proceedings  upon  the  account- 
ing, in  addition  to  the  sum  of  $1,000  allowed  and  paid  them  as 
a  fee  in  the  course  of  the  administration  of  the  assigned  estate. 
•  The  simple  employment  of  such  officers  of  the  law,  to  aid 
an  assignee  having  a  million  dollars  to  administer,  does  not 
necessarily,  or  by  any  just  deduction  from  the  magnitude 
of  the  sum,  entitle  them  to  any  increased  compensation  for 
their  services,  beyond  what  might  be  allowed  to  a  like  employ- 
ment of  a  clerk  or  other  assistant,  or  to  any  such  engagement 
where  the  fund  was  small  in  amount.  The  service  rendered  is 
to  be  remunerated  according  to  a  fair  and  reasonable  es^mate, 
as  in  any  other  ordinary  cases  of  employment,  and  the  amount 
can  have  no  just  dependence  for  its  estimate  of  value  upon 
the  extent  or  character  of  the  fund  to  be  administered. 

The  employment  in  matters  involving  large  sums,  confer 
no  right  to  any  "  honora/riwnh "  or  gratuity,  but  is  to  be  com- 
pensated for,  upon  legal  evidence  of  such  proper  compensation 
as  is  due  to  the  particular  service. 

.  The  character  and  quality  of  professional  skill  that  the 
necessity  of  the  case  requires  to  be  employed  and  its  general 
yalues,  are  to  be  considered. 
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The  assertion,  by  the  highly  respectable  counsel  in  the 
present  case,  of  a  claim  to  such  a  fee  as  $10,000  for  conduct- 
ing the  reference,  I  must,  however,  upon  the  evidence  offered 
to  support  it,  regard  as  not  warranting  its  allowance  or  pay- 
ment. The  only  evidence  offered  to  support  it  is  the  depo- 
sition of  Rufus  F.  Andrews,  Esq.,  a  counselor  at  law,  who 
testifies  in  substance  that  ^'  he  has  knowledge  of  the  amounts 
customarily  allowed  to  the  attorney  and  counsel  for  the  assignee 
in  such  matters ;  that  he  has  informed  himself,  by  examina- 
tion of  the  papers  and  records  in  this  case,  including  the 
accounts  of  Mr.  Dows,  the  special  assignee,  of  the  amount  of 
work  and  labor  required  in  the  preparation  thereof,  and  of 
personal  attention  of  counsel  requisite  thereto."  And  in  view 
of  the  amount  of  the  assigned  estate,  he  testifies  the  account 
of  Tracy,  Olmsted  &  Tracy,  claiming  said  sum  for  their 
services,  in  his  judgment,  is  within  the  rate  ordinarily  allowed 
in  like  cases,  and  in  fact  less  than  has  been  allowed  frequently 
"  to  his  knowledge."  In  what  courts,  or  by  what  judicial 
ofiScers  with  whose  action  Mr.  Andrews  asserts  familiar  knowl- 
edge,  such  tery  large  sums  have  been  allowed  counsel,  he  fails 
to  disclose.  Precedents,  of  the  character  to  which  he  alludes, 
are  unknown  to  this  court  and  cannot,  if  otherwise  shown,  be 
accepted  as  examples  to  be  followed  by  it. 

The  proceeding  for  the  settlement  of  an  account  of  an 
assignee  partakes  of  nothing  of  a  recondite  or  intricate  char- 
acter. It  i^ne  that  in  the  ordinary  course  of  proceeding  is 
more  mechanical  than  professional,  and  does  not  exact  any 
higher  degree  of  professional  skill  than  may  be  expected  in  a 
respectable  clerk  or  a  mere  tyro  in  the  profession,  unless  some 
questions  of  intricacy  and  legal  difliculty  arise.  In  every 
case  it  undoubtedly  needs  the  supervision  of  one  acquainted, 
to  some  d^ree,  with  ordinary  legal  principles,  and  when 
objections  are  interposed  or  controversies  arise,  the  aid  of 
counsel  may  be  both  proper  and  necessary. 

In  such  cases  the  claim,  on  the  part  of  the  trustee  to  an 
allowance,  is  not  one  addressed  to  the  mere  discretion  or  arbi- 
VoL.  Lin  67 
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trary  sic  vols  of  the  court,  but  raust  be  predicated  upon  com- 
petent evidence  for  its  action.  While  his  own  acts  as  trustee, 
and  the  counsel  he  may  employ,  are  to  be  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  court,  the  allowance  made  him  must  be  one  for  an 
expense  necessarily  incurred  in  the  execution  of  the  trust,  and 
allowable,  by,  way  of  indemnity,  to  him  therefor.  But  in  the 
settlement  of  the  accounts  of  a  trustee  no  allowance  (beyond 
probably  that  for  some  clerkly  duty)  can  be  made  for  the  pre- 
paration, proper  keeping,  and  presentation  of  his  accounts  in 
a  clear  and  explicit  manner,  and  with  all  necessary  proofe  and 
vouchers  to  sustain  it.  Such  duty  he,  in  law,  engages  as  a 
part  of  his  personcd  trust,  and  ho  cannoti  in  respect  to  it, 
exact  any  expense  for  employing  counsel  to  instruct  him  in 
his  own  legal  duty,  unless  some  complication  or  unusual  or 
unforeseen  diflSculties  have  arisen  rendering  such  employ- 
ment of  counsel  necessary  and  proper. 

The  necessity  for  the  incurring  of  any  expense  by  a  trustee 
is  ordinarily  dependent  upon  the  question  whether  it  was  one 
for  which  a  prudent  man  would  have  occasion  to  become  liar 
ble  in  the  management  of  his  own  affairs.  Exce^  the  docu- 
mentary evidence  afforded  by  accounts  that  have  been  pre- 
pared and  settled,  the  papers  and  petitions  used  in  the  course 
of  this  proceeding  furnish  no  satisfactory  evidence  tending  to 
establish  what  would  be  a  reasonable  charge  to  be  made  by 
the  attorneys  and  counsel  of  the  assignee  for  their  services 
upon  the  accounting,  and  the  deposition  of  Mr.  Andrews  is 
entirely  unsatisfactory  as  evidence  to  establish  that  any  such 
sum  as  $10,000  was  just  or  fair  as  compensation  therefor,  or 
to  enable  the  court  to  fix  it  in  any  other  sum.  The  large- 
ness of  the  amount  received  and  disbursed  or  held  for  dis- 
bursement by  the  trustee  furnishes  the  court  with  no  such 
data,  nor  any  basis  for  any  allowance  of  any  greater  sum  than 
such  as  might  be  awarded  upon  the  most  ordinary  accounting. 
The  care  and  management  necessary  to  the  complete  adminis- 
tration and  distribution  of  a  large  fund  is  legally  compensated 
in  the  increased  commissions  to  the  trustee,  but  in  the  employ- 
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ment  of  necessary  aid  and  assistants,  and  the  incurring  of 
expenses  therefor,  it  only  affords  occasion  for  more  frequent 
employment  of  the  labor  and  services  necessary  to,  and  in  aid 
of,  the  execution  of  the  trust. 

The  value  of  the  advice  of  counsel  as  to  the  proper  mode 
of  protesting  a  foreign  bill  of  $10,000  is  not  greater  than  as 
to  one  of  $1,000,  nor  are  the  services  of  one  of  pre-eminent 
public  reputation  greater  than  those  of  the  humblest  member 
•  of  the  profession,  who  is  possessed  of  the  learning,  skill,  and 
ability  required  by  the  occasion,  and  which  is  necessary  and 
proper  for  judicious  and  successful  action.  For  illustration, 
a  blacksmith  may  chance  to  successfully  cut  off  a  limb,  but 
such  use  of  his  skill  cannot  compare  in  value  with  that  of  a 
surgeon  learned  and  skilled  in  the  knowledge  of  every  art  and 
artifice  which  would  insure  precise  and  safe  action  in  such 
operation. 

Nor  would  the  most  eminent  mechanical  engineer,  if  he 
condescended  to  repair  a  watch,  be  entitled  to  any  greater 
compensation  therefor  than  any  skillful  watch  repairer. 

These  allusions  to  principles,  upon  which  the  skill  and  ability 
of  one  employed  to  perform  a  service  is  to  be  compensated, 
are  referred  to  simply  by  reason  of  the  large  sums  involved  in 
these  proceedings ;  the  resdectability  and  eminence  of  the 
attorneys  and  counsel  who  have  been  engaged  by  the  assignee 
to  supervise  his  accounts,  and  a  lack  of  what  I  regard  to  be 
the  principles  upon  which  the  value  of  their  services  therein 
should  be  estimated  in  the  allowance  of  the  sum  of  $10,000, 
reported  as  one  proper  to  be  paid  therefor  out  of  the  trust 
fund.  The  case,  in  this  respect,  must  be  again  sent  back  to  a 
referee,  and  (as  Mr.  Olin  is  absent  from  the  country)  I  direct 
a  reference  to  the  Hon.  Joseph  S.  Bosworth,  requiring,  first, 
a  presentation  to  him  of  a  particular  and  detailed  statement 
of  the  services  rendered  by  the  attorney  and  couiisel-for  the 
assignee  of  their  services  on  this  accounting  for  which  such 
compensation  is  claimed,  and  any  proof  they  may  offer  in  sup- 
port thereof;  and,  also,  that  the  referee  dte,  or  cause  to  be 
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cited,  before  him  and  examined  at  least  four  of  such  members 
of  the  legal  profession  as  he  may  deem  proper  to  give  testi- 
mony  upon  the  subject  of  snch  compensation,  and  that  he 
report  the  proofs  so  taken,  with  his  opinion  thereon,  with  all 
convenient  speed. 

Any  allowances  to  the  petitioning  creditor  and  to  the  special 
and  general  assignee,  beyond  the  legal  commission  of  said 
assignees  npon  the  rates  granted  execators  and  administra- 
tors, are  denied. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Albbbt  L.  Helmbold  agt.  Thb  Henby  T.  Helhbold 

MANUFAcmrBiNG  Company. 

Trademark — IndmducU  name  —^right  to^  not  affected  by  bankruptcy  proceed- 
ings —  Evidence  to  estaibUah  the  decree  orjvdgment  ofoneeouri  in  cmother, 

A  court  of  equity  will  refuse  to  interfere  in  behalf  of  persons  claiming 
property  in  a  trade-mark  where  such  person  is  shown  to  be  advertising 
his  wares  under  representations  which  are  false.  He  is  entitled  to  no 
protection  in  a  business  carried  on  by  means  of  untrue  representations 
and  statements.  An  order  of  a  court  should  not  suppress  the  publica- 
tion of  the  truth  and  allow  the  utterance  of  a  falsehood  (jSee^  to  seme 
effect,  Seabury  agt  OrosvenoTt  ante,  192). 

Where  the  plaintiff  undertakes  to  sell  his  compound,  not  only  under  the 
name  and  alleged  trade-mark  which  Henry  T.  Helmbold  formerly  used, 
and  which  he  still  claims  to  use  under  and  through  the  corporation  with 
which  he  is  now  connected,  but  upon  a  representation  that  said  Helm- 
bold superintends,  personally,  its  manufacture,  and  by  his  owli  signature 
certifies  to  the  genuiness  of  each  bottle: 

M^  that  this  is  clearly  and  confessedly  false,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  no  protection  in  a  business  carried  on  by  means  of  such  untrue  and 
false  representations. 

A  trade-mark  must^  as  the  term  imports,  be  one  consisting  of  a  word,  an 
expression,  a  device  or  a  mark  invented  or  adopted  by  the  owner  which 
designates  and  distinguishes  his  production  from  the  general  manufac- 
ture of  the  same  article,  and  it  cannot  be  the  appropriation  of  words 
belonging  to  the  general  public  which  describe  truly  a  known  product. 

A  particular  process  of  manuflEicture  may  be  owned  when  the  legal  steps 
to  acquire  such  ownership  have  been  taken,  or  a  particular  mark  or 
name  designating  the  manu&cturer  may  by  use  become  the  subject  of 
protection,  but  words  and  phrases  in  common  use,  describing  truly  an 
article  offered  to  the  public,  cannot  become  individual  property  any 
more  tlian  those  generally  employed  in  life  which  must  be  used  to  make 
speech  intelligible. 

Personal  knowledge  and  the  right  to  use  words  truly  descriptive  of  things 
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cannot,  by  legal  process,  be  taken  from  an  indiyidual  against  his  will, 
and  wijbhout  his  voluntary  surrender  and  assignment  thereof. 

Although  a  person  can  by  voluntary  sale  and  assignment  transfer  the  right 
to  use  his  knowledge  and  name,  the  right  to  use  his  own  knowledge  and 
name  cannot  be  taken  from  him  through  the  order  of  a  bankrupt  court, 
or  by  any  other  judicial  proceeding  whatever. 

The  name  of  a  man  is  a  part  of  his  being,  so  indissolubly  connected  with 
and  attached  to  him,  and  which  distinguishes  and  separates  him  from 
all  mankind,  and  enables  the  public  to  know  him  and  that  which  he  has 
prepared;  it  cannot  be  taken  from  him  and  given  to  another,  so  that  the 
latter,  by  the  use  of  such  name,  may  vend  and  sell  his  own  preparations 
as  if  they  were  those  of  the  former. 

The  decree  or  Judgment  of  one  court  cannot  be  shown  in  another  by  the 
oral  statement  of  a  witness;  the  record)  or  an  exemplified  copy  thereof, 
must  be  produced. 

At  Chamber B^  September^  1877. 

Application  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  the  use  of  an 
alleged  trade-mark. 

Ira  D,  Warreriy  for  plaintiff  and  motion. 

Oeorge  M.  Curtis j  for  defendant  and  opposed. 
. 

Westbrook,  J.  —  It  is  conceded  that  Mr.  Henry  T.  Helm- 
bold was  the  original  manufacturer  of  an  article  known  as 
"  H.  T.  Helmbold's  Higlily  Concentrated  Compound  Fluid 
£xtract  of  Buchu,"  and  that  he  continued  such  manufacture 
for  many  years.  On  the  13th  of  September,  1872,  the  said 
Helmbold  was  declared  and  adjudicated  a  bankrupt,  and  on 
the  fourth  day  of  November  of  the  same  year  an  assignee  in 
bankruptcy  of  his  estate  was  appointed.  Under  the  order  of 
the  bankrupt  court,  the  plaintiff  claims  that  the  title  to,  and 
right  to  use,  the  name  "  H.  T.  Helmbold's  Highly  Concen- 
trated Compound  Fluid  Extract  ofi^Buchu,"  in  the  manufac- 
ture and  sale  of  the  compound  which  had  been  acquired  by 
said  Henry  T.  Helmbold  through  use,  became  vested  in  such 
assignee,  who,  in  turn,  transferred  it  to  the  plaintiff. 
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The  plaintiff  farther  claims  that  from  the  year  1862  up  to 
the  5th  day  of  March,  1873,  he  manufactured  the  preparation 
which  bore  the  name  hereinbefore  stated  for  his  brother, 
Henry  T.  Helmbold,  and  for  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  and 
since  that  date  he  has  manufactured  it  on  his  own  account, 
using  the  aforesaid  name  and  the  labels  and  wrappers  which 
had  been  used  'by  the  said  Henry  T.  Helmbold. 

The  wrapper  or  label  around  the  bottle  containing  the 
preparation- which  the  plaintiff  vends,  in  addition  to  the  name 
indicating  the  article  to  be  that  of  H.  T.  Helmbold,  also  states 
as  follows:  "  None  genuine  unless  signed  H.  T.  Helmbold." 
"  Principal  depots  for  the  sale  of  Helmbold's  genuine  prepa- 
rations at  Helmbold's  Temple  of  Pharmacy,  Continental 
Hotel  and  Helmbold's  Medical  Depot,  101  South  Tenth 
street,  Philadelphia,  Pa."  ''Remarks  —  The  quality  and 
purity  of  these  preparations  is  guaranteed  by  the  reputation 
acquired  in  many  years'  experience,  and  close  attention  to 
business,  and  the  confidence  and  liberal  patronage  of  the 
medical  faculty  and  the  public.  Both  the  fluid  and  other 
extracts  have  been  admitted  to  use  in  the  United  States  army, 
and  in  all  the  State  hospitals  and  public  sanitary  institutions, 
as  well  as  in  private  practice,  are  in  general  demand  as  invalu- 
able remedies."  •  "Directions  for  using  Helmbold's  genuine 
preparations  inside,  printed  in  English,  French,  German 
and  Spanish.'^ 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  effect  of  the  labd,  as  used  by 
the  plaintiff,  is  to  assure  the  public  that  the  preparation  put 
up  by  him,  and  which  he  charges  to  be  "a  useful  and  valu- 
able article,"  is  not  only  the  original  medicine  manufactured 
by  H.  T.  Helmbold,  but  that  it  is  also  prepared  under  the 
latter's  personal  supervision,  and  its  usefulness  and  efficacy 
are  guaranteed  by  his  personal  reputation  and  experieqce. 

The  defendant  is  a  manufacturing  company  organized  under 
the  laws  of  this  state,  of  which  Henry  T.  Helmbold,  the 
original  compounder  of  the  medicine  which  is  the  cause  of 
dispute  between  the  parties  to  this  action,  was,  and  is,  one  of 
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the  copartners,  and  such  company,  by  the  aid  and  concurrence 
of  said  Henry  T.  Hehnbold,  manufactures  and  puts  up  for  sale 
an  article  also  called  "  Henry  T.  Helmbold's  Highly  Concen- 
trated Compound  of  Fluid  Extract."  Whilst  the  preparation 
of  the  defendant  has  the  same  name  with  that  of  the  plain- 
tiflT,  and  its  sale  and  use  are  recommended  by  printing  upon 
the  wrapper  the  same  arguments  and  reasons  which  the  plain- 
tiflf 's  wrapper  contains,  yet  such  printing  is  in  carmine  ink, 
and  it  professes  not  to  be  manufactured  by  the  plaintiflT,  or  at 
his  establishment  in  Philadelphia,  but  by  the  defendant  in 
the  city  of  New  York. 

No  attempt  has  been  made  by  the  defendant  to  vend  its 
article  as  that  manufactured  by  the  plaintiff,  but,  on  tiie 
contrary,  the  plaintiff  complains  that  the  defendant  has 
warned  the  public  against  the  preparation  of  the  plaintiff, 
upon  the  alleged  ground  that  it  was  not  compounded  accord- 
ing to  the  original  Helmbold  receipt.  The  answer  is  verified 
by  Henry  T.  Helmbold,  who  has  also  made  the  principal 
affidavit  in  opposition  to  the  injunction  asked  for  by  the 
plaintiff. 

Upon  the  facts  which  have  been  detailed,  the  first  clear  and 
conclusive  answer  to  the  application  of  the  plaintiff  for  the 
injunction  restraining  the  defendants  from  nsing  the  name 
given  to  its  preparation  is,  that  the  plaintiff's  label  is  untrue, 
and  the  effect  of  granting  the  relief  asked  for  would  be  the 
issue  of  an  order  of  the  court  prohibiting  the  use  of  a  name 
and  a  wrapper,  which  states  the  truth,  for  the  benefit  of  one 
who  uses  a  name  and  wrapper  which  convey  an  untruth. 

If  what  the  plaintiff  states  upon  the  wrappers  of  his  bot- 
tles containing  the  medicine,  and  which  has  been  hereinbefore 
set  forth  is  remembered,  it  will  appear,  as  has  also  been 
stated,, that  he  undertakes  to  sell  his  compound,  not  only 
under  the  name  and  alleged  trade-mark  which  Henry  T. 
Helmbold  formerly  used,  and  which  he  still  claims  to  use 
under  and  through  the  corporation  with  which  he  is  now  con- 
nected, but  upon  a  representation  that  said  Helmbold,  sup^- 
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intends,  personally,  its  manufacture,  and  by  his  own  signature 
certifies  to  the  genuineness  of  each  bottle.  This,  clearly  and 
confessedly,  is  false,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  tg  no 
protection  in  a  business  carried  on  by  means  of  untrue 
representations  and  statements. 

As  Henry  T.  Helmbold  is  personally  employed  with  the 
defendant,  and  whatever  value  his  personal  care  and  super- 
vision give  to  the  defendant's  business  fairly  belongs  to  it, 
and  not  to  the  plaintiff,  an  order  of  court  should  not  suppress 
the  publication  of  the  truth  and  allow  the  utterance  of 
falsehood. 

Whilst,  for  the  reason,  then,  just  .given,  the  injunction 
asked  by  the  plaintiff  must  be  refused,  it  seems  equally  clear 
that  the  plaintiff  acquired  no  title  whatever  to  the  so-called 
trade-mark  by  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy. 

It  is  not  denied  that  Henry  T.  Helmbold  could,  by  volun- 
tary sale  and  assignment,  transfer  the  right  to  use  his  knowl-  ^ 
edge  and  name,  but  it  is  not  seen  how  the  right  to  use  his 
own  knowledge  and  name  can  be  taken  from  him  by  any  judi- 
cial proceeding  whatever.  If  they  can  be,  then  the  merchant 
who  has  become  unfortunate,  but  who  has  still  a  knowledge 
and  a  name  with  which  to  begin  business  anew,  must,  if  he 
has  been  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  be  content  to  leave  with  his 
assets  his  brains  and  his  character. 

This  is  no  over-statement  of  the  case,  as  the  argument  which 
follows  will,  we  think,  make  manifest.  Admitting  that  the 
plaintiff  has  the  secret  of  the  compound,  which  was  once 
Henry  T.  Helmbold's  alone  (this,  however,  the  latter  most 
expressly  denies),  did  the  decree  of  the  bankrupt  court  trans- 
fer the  sole  right  to  u^  it  to  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  and 
thence  to  the  plaintiff?  This  will  not  be  claimed  ;  neither  is 
it  pretended  that  the  mixture  is  not,  in  fact,  what  its  name 
declares,  **A  Fluid  Extract  of  Buchu,"  the  right  to  make 
which  and  to  declare  by  plain  words  in  common  and  general 
use  the  character  of  the  mixture,  must,  in  the  absence  of  a 
patent  protecting  the  process  of  uianufacture,  belong  to  any 
Vol.  LHI  68 
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one  able  to  make  the  article,  and  who  desires  to  atilize  his 
knowledge  by  its  preparation  and  sale.  For  example  :  A 
could  not  compound  a  fluid  extract  from  coffee,  and,  after  its 
introduction  to  the  public  as  such  an  article,  prevent  B,  who 
has  the  knowledge  and  skill  necessary  to  produce  a  similar 
extract,  from  using  such  knowledge  and  skill,  and  from  employ- 
ing suitable  and  ordinary  words  to  inform  buyers  truly  as  to 
its  nature.  If  B  can,  in  such  a  case,  be  enjoined,  then  lan- 
guage in  general  use  to  express  thought  and  to  convey  infor- 
mation can  be  appropriated,  and  any  one  will  then  be  able  to 
own  words  which  are  now  the  common  property  of  all  English- 
speaking  people.  A  i;rade-maik  must,  in  a  case  like  this,  as 
the  term  imports,  be  one  consisting  of  a  word,  an  expression, 
a  device,  or  a  mark  invented  or  adopted  by  the  owner,  which 
designates  and  distinguishes  his  production  from  the  general, 
manufacture  of  the  same  article,  and  it  cannot  be  the  appro- 
priation of  words  belonging  to  the  general  public  which 
describe  truly  a  known  product.  As  before  stated,  a  particu- 
lar process  of  manufacture  may  be  owned  when  the  legal  steps 
to  acquire  such  ownership  have  been  taken,  or  a  particular 
mark  or  name  designating  the  manu&cturer  may,  by  use, 
become  the  subject  of  protection  ;  but  words  and  phrases  in 
common  use,  describing  truly  an  article  offered  to  the  public, 
cannot  become  individual  property  any  more  than  those  gen- 
erally employed  in  life  which  must  be  used  to  make  speech 
intelligible. 

Assuming,  then,  that  personal  knowledge  and  the  right  to 
use  words  truly  descriptive  of  things  cannot,  by  legal  process, 
be  taken  from  an  individual  against  his  will,  and  without  his 
voluntary  surrender  and  assignment  thereof,  what  remains  of 
the  plaintiff's  case?  To  a  preparation  of  buchu,  which  was 
a  drug  well  known  by  that  name,  Mr.  Henry  T.  Helmbold 
had  given  his  own  name  as  the  compounder  thereof.  This 
was  its  only  distinctive  feature.  The  remainder  of  the  so  called 
trade-mark  consisted  of  words  descriptive  of  the  compound, 
as  much  so  as  "  extract  of  sugar "  or  "  extract  of  lemon " 
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would  describe  what  was  really  the  extract  of  either.  Of  the 
right  to  QBe  his  own  name  in  such  a  preparation,  can  he  be 
deprived  ? 

When  applied  to  his  own  personal  compound,  his  name 
simply  identifies  his  own  goods.  If  any  other  person  assumes 
it  in  a  similar  manufacture,  the  law  would  protect  him,  because 
the  public  is  deceived  and  he  is  injured.  The  imposition  and 
the  injury  enjoined  come  ftom  the  employment,  not  of  a  mere 
mark  the  property  of  another,  but  from  the  direct  appropria- 
tion of  a  name  identifying  a  man  and  his  own,  to  whom  and 
his  it  can  alone  be  applicable.  The  name  of  a  man  is  a  part 
of  his  being,  so  indissolubly  connected  with  and  attached  to 
him,  that  we  fail  to  see  how  the  one  which  distinguishes  and 
separates  Henry  T.  Hembold  from  all  mankind,  and  enables 
the  public  to  know  him  and  that  which  he  has  prepared,  can 
be  taken  from  him  and  given  to' another,  so  that  the  latter,  by 
the  use  of  such  name,  may  vend  and  sell  his  own  preparations 
as  if  they  were  those  of  the  former.  If  this  can  be  done, 
then,  the  law  and  the  courts  not  only  enable  the  quack  and  the 
adventurer  to  impose  their  compounds  and  manufactures  upon 
the  public  under  the  disguise  and  cover  of  an  honored  name, 
but  they  have,  with  the  property  of  the  unfortunate  bank- 
rupt, also  appropriated  and  transferred  his  knowledge,  skill, 
and  reputation.  Is  this  the  policy  of  our  bankrupt  statutes  ? 
If  it  is,  then,  instead  of  being  a  mode  of  relieving  the  debtor 
class,  as  well  as  $,  source  of  protection  to  their  creditors,  every 
bankruptcy  statute  is  a  grave,  in  which  every  hope  and  aspira- 
tion of  the  future  of  him  who  can  be  subjected  to  its  opera- 
tion must  be  forever  buried.  Hitherto  the  unfortunate  being 
whose  property  has  been  swept  away  by  the  vicissitudes  of 
business,  has  supposed  his  knowledge  and  reputation  were  still 
left  to  him  as  a  capital  for  a  new  beginning.  That  resource 
is  now  also  gone,  if  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause  is  right  in  his 
claim,  and  the  future  of  the  bankrupt  is  shrouded  in  a  dark- 
ness so  thick  and  gloomy  that  not  a  single  ray  of  light  is  left 
to  relieve  its  horrors.    To  the  soundness  of  such  a  result  this 
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court  is  unable  to  subscribe.  The  name  of  Henry 'T.  Helm- 
bold must  still  belong  to  him,  to  whom  his  parents  gave  it 
No  la^  and  no  court  can  take  it  from  him.  The  property 
which  he  had  acquired  belongs  to  his  creditors,  but  the  name 
and  whatever  of  character,  good  or  bad,  belonging  to  it,  and 
which  he  has  himself  made,  are  his,  and  must  so  continue  to 
be  until  he  voluntarily  parte  with  them.  He  has  the  right  to 
make  any  extract  he  pleases,  and  to  tell  the  public  by  the  use 
of  his  own  name  that  the  preparation  is  his,  and  not  that  of 
another,  and  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  any  other  person  can 
place  that  name  upon  a  preparation  not  his,  against  his  will, 
and  deprive  him  of  the  use  thereof.  Such  act  would  not  only 
impose  upon  others,  but  would  also  be  so  cruel  and  outrageous 
toward  him  that,  as  it  seems  to  me,  no  law  and  no  court  could 
justify  it. 

The  principle  that  a  manufacturer  can  apply  his  own  name 
to  his  own  creation  was  fully  recognized  by  the  court  of 
appeals  in  Menedy  agt.  Menedy  (62  N.  Y.y  427).  Though  it 
was  conceded  that  the  plaintiffs  in  that  cause  had  succeeded  to 
the  business  of  the  original  manufacturer  (Andrew  Meneely) 
of  the  famous  Meneely  bells,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  had 
the  right  to  call  all  the  bells  made  by  him  by  his  own  name 
(Meneely),  provided  he  did  not  so  use  that  name  as  to  make  the 
public  believe  that  his  bells  were  constructed  by  the  plaintiffs. 
Such  a  use  of  his  own  name  is  all  that  Henry  T.  Helmbold 
claims,  and  it  is  just  such  a  use  which  the  plaintiflb  would 
prevent  and  enjoin.  The  former  does  not  seek  to  impose 
upon  the  public  his  own  mixture  by  giving  them  to  under- 
stand that  it  is  the  preparation  of  the  latter ;  on  the  contrary, 
he  most  .carefully  notifies  the  world  that  he,  through  the 
company  which  bears  his  name,  and  with  which  he  is  actively 
connected,  and  not  the  plaintiff,  manufactures  the  article 
which  he  offers  for  sale.  Unlike  the  defendant  in  Oroft  agt 
Day  (7  Beavan^  84),  and  in  other  cases  to  be  found,  he  sails 
under  no  false  colors,  to  the  injury  of  the  public  and  the 
plaintiff,  but  plainly  hoists  his  own,  distinctly  proclaiming 
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that  the  preparation  offered  is  his,  and  not  that  of  the  plain- 
tiff. Indeed,  so  loudly  and  publicly  has  this  proclamation,  by 
means  of  advertisements,  been  made,  that  one  of  the  grounds 
of  complaint  which  the  plaintiff  has  strenuously  urged  is, 
that  Henry  T.  Helmbold  is  causing  the  world  to  believe  that 
he,  and  not  the  plaintiff,  is  that  individual.  In  fact,  this  cause 
is  the  exact  opposite  of  Croft  agt.  2>ay,  for  while  in  that 
the  complaint  was  that  the  defendant  was  causing  the  world 
to  believe  that  he  was  the  original  Day  &  Martin,  the  famous 
blacking  manufacturers,  which  was  false,  the  complaint  in 
this  is  that  the  original  and  genuine  Henry  T.  Helmbold  will 
not  allow  the  plaintiff  falsely  to  assume  that  individual's 
name,  and  thus  enable  him  (the  plaintiff)  to  impose  upon  the 
public.  If  a  case  founded  upon  such  a  position  has  either 
soundness  or  justice  to  commend  it  to  the  equitable  power  of 
this  court,  the  discovery  thereof  has  not  been  made  by  the 
judge  to  whom  it  was  presented. 

With  the  discussion  of  one  other  proposition,  which  the 
plaintiff  has  incidentally  thrown  into  the  argument,  this 
opinion  will  close.  He  says  that  H.  T.  Helmbold  has  been 
adjudged  by  the  courts  of  a  sister  state  to  be  a  lunatic,  and 
that  he  has  but  recently  escaped  from  actual  confinement  as 
such.  That  he  is  a  lunatic,  in  fact,  the  defense  and  the  party 
so  declared  to  be  insane  emphatically  deny.  If  Henry  T. 
Helmbold  be  really  insane,  such  condition  has  not  been 
shown.  If  the  decree  of  the  Pennsylvania  court  could  estab- 
lish his  insanity  conclusively  to  this  tribunal,  the  effect 
thereof,  if  so  established,  need  not  be  considered,  for  no  order 
or  judgment  of  that  state  has  been  proven.  In  an  affidavit 
to  be  used  upon  a  motion,  as  in  testimony  to  be  offered  upon 
a  trial,  a  fact  can  be  established  by  legal  evidence  only.  The 
decree  or  judgment  of  one  court  cannot  be  shown  in  another 
by  the  oral  statement  of  a  witness,  the  record,  or  an  exempli- 
fied copy  thereof,  must  be  produced.  This  is  an  elementary 
rule,  and  cannot  be  departed  from  now.  Were  such  record, 
or  a  duly  authenticated    copy,  produced,    if  any  can   be 
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obtained,  perhaps  it  might  appear  that  the  proceedings  were 
irregular  and  invalid.  At  all  events,  as  there  is  no  proof  upon 
which  the  court  can  act  establishing  lin  adjudication  else- 
where, its  effect  need  not  be  considered. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  application  of  the  plaintiff  for 
an  injunction  must  be  denied,  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

SiEGFBiED  Lowenstein  et  al.  agt.  Atjgustb  FLArrRAUD  et  al, 

Assifffuneni  executed  under  a  power  of  attorney — ctekrunoledgmetU  by  attorney 

in  fact 

A  general  cueignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditor e,  executed  and  acknowledged 
by  a  resident  partner  in  person  for  himself,  and  also  executed  in  the  name 
of  a  nonreeident  partner  through  and  by  his  attorney  in  fact,  is  a  valid 
one,  and  is  sufficiently  executed  (Brady,  J.,  dieeenting). 

This  is  especially  so  when  the  absent  partner,  before  his  departure  for 
Europe,  authorized  his  father,  who  was  his  partner  in  business,  to  make 
any  disposition  of  the  assets  and  property  of  the  firm  for  the  benefit  of 
its  creditors  that  he  might  deem  proper.  The  assignment  in  such  case 
is  a  valid  one,  both  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  made  by  one  partner 
with  the  consent  of  the  other,  and  also  that  it  was  duly  executed  by  the 
absent  partner  through  and  by  his  attorney  in  fact 

The  instrument  having  been  executed  and  acknowledged  in  due  form  by 
the  resident  partner,  with  the  assent  and  authority  of  the  aibeerU  om,  was 
a  valid  assignment  of  the  partnership  effects  for  the  benefit  of  the  credi- 
tors independently  of  the  execution  thereof  by  the  other  partner. 

An  assignment  having  been  executed  by  an  absent  partner  by  his  attorney 
in  fact,  acting  under  the  power  of  attorney  which  had  been  duly  exe- 
cuted and  acknowledged  by  him,  an  acknowledgment  made  by  t(ie  attor- 
ney in  fact,  is  sufficient  under  the  requirements  of  the  statute  (Laws  of 
1860,  chap,  888). 

Oeneral  Term^  First  Depcartment^  Mayy  1877. 

Appeal  from  order  of  the  special  term  denying  motion  for. 
injunction. 

JSagttts  S.  Bansorrij  for  appellant. 

Albert  CardozOf  for  respondents 
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Davis,  P.  J. — It  is  well  settled,  in  this  state  that  one 
copartner  cannot,  by  virtue  of  his  power  as  such  partner, 
make  an  assignment  of  the  copartnership  effects  to  a  trustee 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the  firm  (  Welles  agt.  March^ 
30  N.  Y.y  344 ;  Robinson  agt.  Gregory ^  cited  in  opinion  of 
WRiQHTyJ.y  in  Welles  hgt,  March) ;  but  one  copartner  can  make 
such  an  assignment  with  the  authority  of  the  other  partner 
or  partners,  and  such  authority  may  be  implied  from  circum- 
stances, or  acts  of  the  partner  or  partners  not  joining  in  the 
execution  of  the  assignment.     In  Welles  agt.  Marchy  one  of 
the  partners  left  the  city  of  New  York,  leaving  a  letter  to  his 
partner,  in  which  he  said,  "  I  hereby  assign  you  my  interest 
in  the  business  of  Nace  &  Co.  and  Nace  &  Reigniers.     Take 
charge  of  every  thing  in  our  business ;  close  it  up  speedily." 
This  was  held,  by  the  court  of  appeals,  suflScient  to  confer 
power  upon  the  remaining  partner  authority  to  execute  an 
assignment  on  behalf  of  the  firm,  and  the  assignment  was 
upheld.     In  The  National  Rank  agt.  Sackett  (2  Daly^  397), 
one  of  several  partners  had  absconded,  and  the  court  held 
'  that  his  act,  in  absconding  and  leaving  the  business  in  the 
possession  of  his  copartners,   was  one  clearly  implying  his 
consent  to  the  disposition  which  his  partners  subsequently 
made  of  fhe  remaining  effects  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors. 
In  Power  agt.  Myers  (43  Rarb.^  609),  it  was  held  that   the 
absconding  of  a  partner  implied   the   power  to  regaining 
partners  to  make  a  general  assignment.     In  Raldwin  agt. 
Tynes  (19  Abb.  Pr,^  32),  where  one  partner  had  left  the  city 
and  telegraphed  to  his  copartner  to  make  an  assignment,  the 
court  held  the  assignment  made  by  his  copartner  good.    In 
Dow  agt.  Rough  (36  Hiyw,  Pr.^^79)y  it  was  held  that  an 
assignment  executed  by  a  resident  partner,  in  person,  and  his 
attorney  in  fact,  for  a  non-resident  partner,  was  valid. 

It  necessarily  follows  that  if  the  assignment  be  valid  when 
made  by  one  partner  under  an  implied  authority,  it  must 
certainly  be  so  when  made  by  express  authority. 

In  this  case  the  partnership  was  composed  of  Auguste 
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Flaui*and  and  Eugene  Flauraud,  under  the  firm  name  of 
Flauraud  &  Son,  carrjing  on  bueineap  in  the  city  of  New 
York.  Eugene  Flauraud  left  New  York  for  Paris  before  the 
making  of  the  assignment.  The  firm  was  then  under  some 
embarrassment,  and  before  his  departure  Eugene,  who  was 
the  son  of  the  other  partner,  in  substance,  authorized  his 
father  to  make  any  disposition  of  the  assets  and  property  of 
the  firm  for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors  that  he  might  deem 
proper ;  and  he  also  left  a  power  of  attorney,  bearing  date  the 
third  of  October,  and  duly  executed  and  acknowledged,  by 
which  he  constituted  and  appointed  Nathan  Metz  his  attorney 
in  fact,  with  power  to  sign  and  execute  all  papers  and  instru- 
ments in  connection  with  the  business  of  Flauraud  &  Son, 
and  especially  to  sign,  seal,  execute  and  acknowledge,  and 
join  with  his  copartner  in  signing,  sealing,  executing  and 
acknowledging  any  transfer,  assignment,  or  general  assign- 
ment, for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  of  his  interest  in  the 
property  and  assets  of  the  said  firm  of  "  A.  Flauraud  &  Son." 
This  instrument  was  very  broad  in  its  language  and  scope, 
and,  gave,  so  far  as  it  could  lawfully  be  done,  every  power 
requisite  to  the  execution  of  a  general  assignment.  On  tlie 
eighth  of  November  following  the  assignment  in  question 
was  made.  It  was  executed  by  Auguste  Flauraud,  and  duly 
acknowledged ;  it  was  also  executed  in  the  name  of  Eugene 
Flauraud  by  Nathan  Metz,  his  attorney  in  fa<*t.  It  appears 
that  Auguste  Flauraud  immediately  telegraphed  to  his  son  at 
Paris  that  the  assignment  had  been  made,  and  received  in 
reply  a  letter  recognizing  the  assignment. 

We  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  assignment  was, 
under  these  circumstances,  a  valid  one,  both  upon  the  ground 
that  it  was  made  by  one  partner  with  the  consent  of  the  otlier, 
and  also  that  it  was  duly  executed  by  the  absent  partner 
through  and  by  his  attorney  in  fact.  The  question  is  made 
that  the  acknowledgment  of  the  assignment  was  not  in  con- 
formity to  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  1860  {Laws  of  1860, 
chap.  388).  That  act  requires  that  such  an  assignment  shall 
Vol.  Lni  69 
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be  in  writing,  and  shall  be  daly  acknowledged  by  an  officer 
entitled  to  take  acknowledgments  of  deeds,  and  that  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  acknowledgment  shall  be  duly  indorsed  upon 
the  instrument  before  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  assignee  or 
assignees  therein  named.  It  was*  held  in  Hardnuin  agt 
Bowen  (39  N.  P".,  196),  that  the  acknowledgment  required 
by  the  statute  must  be  made  before  the  title  to  the  assigned 
property  will  become  vested  in  the  assignees,  and  it  is  there- 
fore claimed  that  the  acknowledgment  in  this  case,  so  far  as 
it  relates  to  Eugene  Flauraud,  was  invalid,  because  made  by 
bis  attorney  in  fact,  who  exeicuted  the  assignment  in  his  name. 
We  think  there  are  two  answers  to  this  objection.  First,  that 
the  instrument  having  been  executed  and  acknowledged  in 
due  form  by  Auguste  Flauraud,  with  the  assent  and  authority 
of  his  copartner,  was  a  valid  assignment  of  the  partnership's 
effects  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  independently  of  the 
execution  thereof  by  the  other  partner ;  and  second,  we  are 
of  opinion  that,  the  assignment  having  been  executed  by 
Eugene  Flauraud  by  his  attorney  in  fact  acting  under  the 
power  of  attorney  which  had  been  duly  executed  and  acknowl- 
edged by  him,  the  acknowledgment  made  by  the  attorney  in 
fact  was  sufficient  under  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 

The  statute  does  not  say,  in  express  terms,  that  the  assign- 
ment shall  in  all  cases  be  ackhowledged  by  the  assignor  him- 
self, but  simply  that  it  shall  be  duly  acknowledged  before  an 
officer  authorized  to  take  acknowledgments  of  deeds;  and  it 
is  an  established  principle  of  law  that  where  power  to  ex^ute 
a  deed  or^  other  instrument  is  conferred  upon  an  attorney  in 
fact  by  an  instrument  duly  acknowledged,  such  an  attorney 
may  perform  every  act  requisite  to  make  the  instrument  a 
valid  and  effective  one  for  the  purf>ose  for  which  it  is  made. 
We  fail  to  see  any  good  reason  for  saying  that  the  instrument 
in  this  case  was  not  duly  acknowledged  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  of  1860.  But  it  is  insisted  that  the  assignment  is 
invalid  because,  by  reason  of  the  general  bankruptcy  laws  of 
the  United  States,  all  state  insolvent  laws  are  suspended,  and 
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any  assignment  under  such  laws  is  absolutely  void.  This 
position  is  answered  by  Thrasher  agt.  Bervtty  (69  N.  T,^  649), 
where  it  was  held  directly  to  the  contrary. 

In  this  case  it  does  not  appear  that  any  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy  have  been  taken  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the 
assignment,  and  therefore  we  regard  the  case  as  one  entirely 
unaffected  by  the  general  bankruptcy  law  of  the  United 
States. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  afSrmed,  with  ten  dol- 
lars costs  and  disbursements. 

I  concur :  Ohas.  Daniels. 

I  dissent :  John  B.  Brady. 
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Surety— token  not  Uable  for  deficiency  arising  from  foredoewre  of  mortgage. 

Where  the  defendant  McC,  after  making  the  mortgage  in  suit,  conveyed 
the  mortgaged  premises  to  defendant  W.,  she  assuming  the  pajrment  of 
the  mortgage,  and  upon  the  maturity  of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  McC. 
haying  come  into  the  position  of  surety,  requested  the  plaintiff  (the 
mortgagee)  to  proceed  immediately  to  foreclose  and  collect  the  debt; 
the  plaintiff  neglected  for  a  year  to  commence  his  suit,  and  Uie  proof 
showed  that  although  the  premises  were  of  sufficient  value  to  pay  the 
mortgaged  debt  and  costs  of  foreclosure  at  the  time  the  request  was  made, 
they  hav^  since  so  far  depreciated  as  to  make  it  altogether  probable  that 
there  will  be  a  deficiency  after  appljring  the  proceeds  of  the  sale : 

BM,  that  McC.,  occupying  the  position  of  surety,  should  not  be  made 
liable  for  any  deficiency  arising  upon  such  foreclosure  and  sale 

Special  Term^  August^  1877. 

Rufus  L.  Scoity  for  plaintifi. 

Roger  J?.  Lt/on^  for  defendant  McCrum. 

Reynolds,  J.  —  The  defendant  McCrum,  after  making  the 
mortgage  in  suit,  conveyed  the  mortgaged  premises  to  defend- 
ant Weinberg,  she  assuming  the  payment  of  the  mortgage. 
Upon  the  maturity  of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  McCrum 
having  then  come  into  the  position  of  surety,  requested  the 
plaintiff  (the  mortgagee)  to  proceed  immediately  to  foreclose 
and  collect  the  debt,  on  the  ground  that  the  premises,  which 
were  then  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  mortgage,  might  depreciate 
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80  as  to  become  an  inadequate  security.  The  plaintiff  neg- 
lected for  a  year  to  commence  his  suit,  and  the  proof  now 
shows  that  although  the  premises  were  of  sufficient  value  to 
pay  the  mortgaged  debt  and  costs  of  foreclosure  at  the  time 
the  request  was  made,  they  have  since  so  far  depreciated  as 
to  make  it  altogether  probable  that  there  will  be  a  deficiency 
after  applying  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  The  question  is, 
whether  the  defendant  McCrum  should  be  made  liable  for 
such  deficiency. 

The  rule  seems  to  be,  that  if  the  creditor  omits  to  do  an 
act,  on  the  requirement  of  the  surety,  which  equity  and  his 
duty  to  the  surety  enjoins  on  him  to  do,  and  the  surety  is 
injured  by  the  omission,  the  latter  ought  not  to  be  held. 
That  duty  enjoins  upon  the  creditor  to  enforce  payment  from 
the  party  primarily  liable;  and  if  being  requested  by  the 
surety  to  collect  the  debt,  when  it  is  collectible  from  such 
party,  by  measures  of  active  diligence,  the  creditor  refuses  or 
neglects  to  do  it  until  it  becomes  uncollectible  from  the  prin- 
cipal, such  conduct  ought  to  be  a  defense  in  equity  to  any 
suit  brought  against  the  surety  to  charge  him  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debt.  But  failure  on  the  part  of  the  creditor 
to  comply  with  the  request  of  the  surety  to  enforce  payment 
of  the  debt  will  not  exonerate  the  surety  unless  it  result  in 
actual  injury  to  him,  and  then  only  to  the  extent  of  such 
injuryr  The  solvency  of  the  debtor  or  the  sufficiency  of  the 
fund  at  the  time  when  the  request  to  collect  was  made, 
and  subsequent  insolvency  or  insufficiency,  are  essential  parts 
of  the  defense  of  the  surety,  and  must  be  alleged  and  proven 
by  him  {Thomas  on  Mortgages^  70, 71 ;  Remaen  agt.  Beehman^ 
25  iT.  F.,  652). 

Plaintiff  claims,  however,  that  defendant  McCrum  has  not 
brought  himself  within  the  rule  releasing  sureties,  he  not 
having  shown  that  the  defendant  Weinberg  is  insolvent ;  and 
that  as  it  does  not  appear  but  that  plaintiff  may  be  able  to 
cdlect  any  deficiency  out  of  her,  defendant  McCrum  is  not 
shown  to  have  sustained  any  injury  from  the  plaintiff 's  delay. 
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The  answer  to  this  is,  that  if  it  tarns  out  that  the  deficiency 
can  be  collected  from  Weinberg,  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the 
plainti£f  to  so  collect  it,  and  in  that  case  there  is  no  occasion 
for  a  decree  holding  the  defendant  McCrnm ;  but  if  it  cannot 
be  collected  from  Weinberg,  and  the  defendant  McOmm 
should  be  made  liable,  he  would  be  thereby  damnified, 
through  the  plainti£f 's  neglect,  to  the  precise  extent  of  the 
payment  which  he  would  thus  be  compelled  to  make.  The 
mortgage  having  been  collectible  out  of  the  property  when 
the  surety  requested  its  collection,  he  ought  not  now  to  be 
called  upon  to  make  up  for  the  subsequent  depreciation  of 
the  property,  and,  therefore,  there  sliould  not  be  any  such 
direction  against  him  in  the  judgment.  Such  direction,  if 
effectual,  would  compel  him  to  meet  a  deficiency  which  would 
not  have  existed  if  the  creditor,  the  plaintiff*,  had  complied 
with  his  reasonable  request. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  a  sale  of  the  premises,  and 
making  the  defendant  Weinberger  liable  for  any  deficiency. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Anderson  Fowler  agt  Henrietta  Butterly. 

AsgignmerU  —  by  married  tooman  qf  a  poUey  of  life  insurance  —  RigfUs  of 
assignee  tJiereunder — Undue  ii^uenee  —  evidence  of. 

Under  and  by  virtue  of  the  legislation  of  this  state,  in  respect  to  insurance 
upon  lives  for  the  benefit  of  married  women  where  the  policy  was  what 
is  known  as  an  endowment  policy,  the  amount  insured  being  payahle  to 
the  husband  at  a  stated  time,  or  to  his  wife  if  he  died  before  such  time, 
the  wife  acquires  a  contingent  interest  in  such  policy,  and  in  the  money 
to  become  due  and  payable  thereon,  of  which,  until  the  enabling  act  of 
1873  (Laws  of  1878,  chap.  821),  she  could  not  divest  herself  by  assignment 
or  transfer. 

Therefore,  a  paper  to  which  the  wife's  signature  appears  to  have  been 
subscribed  under  date  of  October  18, 1878,  and  which  purports  to  assign 
all  her  right,  title,  and  interest  in  the  policy  to  the  plaintiff;  Jield,  to  be 
inoperative  as  an  assignment  of  her  right  to  receive  from  the  insurance 
company  the  sQm  which,  by  the  terms  of  its  contract,  it  became  liable 
to  pay  to  her  upon  the  death  of  her  husband  during  the  period  of  the 
policy,  provided  she  survived  him. 

Where  the  wife^s  signature  to  an  assignment  of  her  interest  in  a  policy  of 
insurance  upon  the  life  of  her  husband  was  procured  from  her  by  the 
exercise,  on  the  part  of  her  husband,  of  undue  influence  and  control, 
amounting  to  compulsion;  Tteld^  that  such  assignment  gave  no  valid  title 
thereto  to  tbe  assignee. 

Where  the  policy  of  insurance  provided  that  the  amount  insured  should 
be  paid  to  the  husband,  provided  his  life  continued  beyond  the  term  or 
period  for  which  it  was  insured,  and  in  case  of  his  death  before  that 
time,  it  was  payable  to  his  wife: 

Held,  that  the  assignment,  executed  by  the  husband  concurrently  with  that 
of  the  wife,  operated  only  to  transfer  the  contingent  interest  which  h$ 
had  in  the  insurance  money  and  his  right  to  collect  it,  provided  his  life 
continued  beyond  the  term  or  period  for  which  it  was  insured. 

As  between  the  assignee  and  the  wife,  no  equity  arose  or  can  be  invoked 
in  favor  of  the  assignee,  exc^t  to  the  extent  of  premiums  subsequently 
paid  by  him. 

ifpecial  Temty  August^  1877. 


472  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

« 

V ' ■ — — — 

Fowler  agt.  Butterly. 

This  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  amount  due  upon  a 
policy  of  life  insurance,  known  as  an  endowment  policy, 
issued  by  the  North  Anaerican  Life  Insurance  Company  to 
one  Nicholas  Butterly,  the  husband  of  the  present  defendant 
It  was  originally  commenced  against  the  insurance  company, 
on  or  about  the  30th  day  of  October,  1875,  by  the  service  of 
a  summons  and  complaint  on  said  insurance  company.  Said 
company,  before  answer,  upon  affidavit  by  S.  S.  Herrick,  its 
general  manager  of  the  claim  department  of  said  company, 
that  on  or  about  tlie  27th  day  of  September,  1875,  Luke  A. 
Lockwood,  stating  himself  to  be  the  attorney  of  Mrs.  Henri- 
etta Butterly,  claimed  that  the  proceeds  of  the  life  insurance 
policy,  for  the  payment  of  which  the  said  suit  of  the  plain- 
tiff against  said  company  was  brought,  belonged  to  said 
Henrietta  Butterly,  and,  at  the  same  time,  demanded  that 
the  amount  of  said  policy  should  be  paid  by  the  company  to 
the  said  Henrietta  Butterly,  and  that  the  claim  of  said 
Henrietta  Butterly  was  made  without  collusion  between  said 
insurance  company  and  the  claimant,  whereupon,  upon  appli- 
cation of  the  plaintiff,  said  Henrietta  Butterly  was,  by  order 
of  the  court,  dated  December  1,  1875,  substituted  as  defend- 
ant in  the  place  of  the  North  American  Life  Insurance 
Company,  said  company  paying  the  amount  then  due  on  the 
policy  into  court. 

The  facts  as  to  the  policy  are  as  follows :  Nicholas  Butterly, 
on  or  about  September  6,  1867,  applied  to,  and  received  from 
the  North  American  Life  Insurance  Company  a  policy  of 
insurance  in  his  own  name  and  right,  as  the  party  assured,  on 
his  own  life,  in  the  amount  of  $5,000,  until  the  6th  day  of 
September,  1882,  or  until  his  decease,  in  case  of  his  death 
before  that  time.  All  the  premiums  on  said  policy  were  paid, 
as  they  became  due,  by  said  Nicholas  Butterly,  up  to  and 
including  the  one  becoming  due  September  6,  1869,  in  con- 
tinuance of  said  jwlicy,  for  twelve  months  ending  September 
6,  1870.  On  the  request  of  said  Nicholas  Butterly,  and 
upon  the  surrender  of  the  above-mentioned  policy  by  him 
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to  said  company,  the  Baid  company,  on  or  about  the  28th 
day  of  September,  1869,  executed  a  new  policy  of  insur- 
ance, same  number,  bearing  same  date,  and  of  the  like 
tenor  and  effect  as  to  the  times  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  insurance,  and  which  policy  was  duly  executed  and 
delivered  on  the  29th  of  September,  1869,  to  said  Nicholas 
Butterly  in  lieu  of,  and  in  substitution  for,  the  former 
policy  of  insurance,  upon  which  the  advance  premium  and 
all  other  payments  of  premiums  had  been  paid  and  accepted 
as  aforesaid,  and  as  a  continuance  of  that  policy.  It  was  wit- 
nessed and  expressed  in  said  last-mentioned  policy  (which  is 
the  one  on  which  this  suit  is  brought),  that  the  North  Ameri- 
can Life  Insurance  Company,  in  consideration  of  the  repre- 
sentations made,  and  of  the  sum  of  $369.25  to  them  in  hand 
paid  by  Nicholas  Butterly,  and  of  the  annual  premium  of  the 
like  amount,  to  be  paid  on  or  before  the  sixth  day  of  Septem- 
ber of  each  and  every  year  (or  half  or  quarter  yearly  in 
advance,  with  interest),  until  the  year  1881,  inclusive,  not 
exceeding  fifteen  annual  premiums,  did  assure  the  life  of 
Nicholas  Butterly  in  the  amount  of  $5,000  until  the  6th  day 
of  September,  1882,  or  until  his  decease,  in  case  of  his  death 
before  that  time.  And  the  said  company  did  thereby  promise 
and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  assured,  well  and  truly,  to  pay, 
or  cause  to  be  paid,  the  said  sum  insured  to  the  said  assured 
within  ninety  days  afber  the  termination  of  that  assurance  as 
aforesaid ;  or,  in  case  he  should  die  before  that  time,  to  Hen- 
rietta Butterly,  wife,  if  living,  otherwise  to  Alice  V.  Butterly, 
daughter  of  the  said  assured.  The  successive  annual  pre- 
miums to  be  paid  on  said  policy  on  the  6th  September,  1870; 
6th  September,  1871 ;  6th  September,  1872,  were  duly  paid 
by  Nicholas  Butterly,  and  the  insurance  therein  assured  was 
continued  through  the  twelve  months  ending  on  the  6th  day 
of  September,  1873,  at  noon.  On  or  about  October  13,  1872, 
Nicholas  Butterly  executed  and  delivered  a  paper  purporting 
to  be  an  assignment  of  said  policy  to  one  Joseph  E.  McCor- 
mack,  the  consideration  of  which  is  disputed  by  the  plaintiff; 
Vol.  LIII.  60 
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and  she,  also,  by  her  answer,  alleges  that  it  is  wholly  void  and 
of  no  effect,  so  far  as  her  interest  under  said  policy  is  con- 
cerned. At  the  same  time  an  instrument  of  assignment  of 
the  same  date,  signed  and  executed  by  Henrietta  Bntterly 
(wife)  and  Alice  V.  Butterly  (daughter  of  said  Nicholas),  con- 
sideration expressed  in  same  being  one  dollar,  purporting  to  sell, 
assign,  transfer  and  set  over  unto  said  McCormack  all  their 
right,  title,  and  interest  in  said  policy.  The  answer  alleges 
that,  upon  the  request  of  her  husband,  she  was  induced,  and  did, 
without  any  consideration  therefor,  sign  a  paper  of  the  contents 
of  which  she  was  entirely  ignorant,  and  which  she  now  believes 
to  be  the  assignment  referred  to  in  said  complaint ;  and  siie 
alleges  that  the  said  paper  was  executed  by  her,  without  con- 
sideration, at  the  request  of  her  husband,  without  her  knowl- 
edge of  its  contents,  and  under  the  fear  that,  if  she  declined 
to  execute  the  paper,  she  would  incur  the  displeasure  of  her 
said  husband,  and  she  avers  that  the  said  paper  was  and  is 
illegal,  void  and  of  no  effect  whatever. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  said  assignments,  said 
Nicholas  Butterly  delivered  to  said  Joseph  E.  McCk)rmack 
the  said  policy  of  insumuce,  and  due  notice  of  said  assign- 
ments to  said  McCormack  was  given  to  said  company,  and 
the  same  were  entered  on  the  books  of,  and  recorded  by,  said 
company  March  11,  1873.  Said  Joseph  E.  McCormack,  on 
the  6th  day  of  October,  1873,  paid  to  said  company,  and  said 
company  accepted  from  him,  $369.25  for  premium  due  Sep- 
tember 6,  1873.     On  or  about  the  24th  day  of  December, 

1873,  Joseph  E.  McCormack^  in  consideration  of  one  dollar, 
sold,  assigned  and  set  over  to  this  plaintiff  the  said  policy  of 
insurance,  of  which  said  assignment  to  this  plaintiff  the  said 
company  had  due  notice,  and  the  same  was  entered  on  its 
books  and  recorded  by  the  company  on  the  24th  day  of 
December,  M.873.     McCormack,  on  the  4th  day  of  September, 

1874,  paid  to  said  company,  from  funds  furnished  by  this  plain- 
tiff and  on  his  acccount,  $369.25,  for  premium  due  Septem- 
ber 6,  1874,  continuing  said  policy  to  September  6,  1875. 
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Nicholas  Butterly  died  on  the  9th  day  of  April,  1875. 
Dno  notice  of  such  death  was  given  by  this  plaintiff  to  said 
company  on  or  about  the  6th  day  of  May,  1875,  and,  on  the 
23d  day  of  June,  1875,  this  plaintiff  presented  and  furnished 
to  said  company  satisfactory  evidence  of  such  death,  and 
proof  of  the  just  claim  of  the  assured  thereunder.  The 
defendant  also  caused  due  proof  of  loss,  and  of  her  claim  to 
the  amount  of  said  policy,  to  be  served  upon  said  company. 

C  Vcm  Sani/voord^  for  plaintiff. 

LvJce  A.  Lookfwoody  for  defendant. 

Sandfobd,  «/.  —  Under  and  by  virtue  of  the  legislation 
of  this  state,  in  respect  to  insurance  upon  lives  for  the  bene- 
fit of  married  women,  the  defendant  acquired  a  contingent 
interest  in  the  policy  upon  which  this  action  was  originally 
brought,  and  in  the  money  to  become  due  and  payable  thereon, 
of  which,  until  the  enabling  act  of  1873  {Session  LawSy  ch. 
821)  she  could  not  divest  herself  by  assignment  or  transfer 
{Eadie  agt.  Slimmon^  26  N.  Y.y  9 ;  Barry  agt.  Equitable 
Ins.  Co.y  59  id.y  587).  The  paper,  therefore,  to  which  her 
signature  appears  to  have  been  subscribed,  under  date  13th  of 
October,  1872,  and  which  purports  to  assign  all  her  right, 
title  and  interest  in  the  policy  to  one  Joseph  £.  McCormack, 
was  inoperative  as  an  assignment  of  her  right  to  receive  from 
the  North  American  Insurance  Company  the  sum  of  $5,000, 
which,  by  the  terms  of  its  contract,  it  became  liable  to  pay 
her  upon  the  death  of  her  husband  during  the  period  of  the 
policy,  provided  she  survived  him.  Her  interests  under  this 
contract  formed  no  part  of  her  separate  estate,  and  no  power 
of  disposing  of  them  accrued  to  her  by  virtue  of  the  "  married 
women's  acts,"  so  called.  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  acquired 
no  title  to,  or  right  to  receive  the  funds  in  controversy,  by 
virtue  of  that  paper. 

I^  however,  an  assignment,  duly  executed  by  the  defend- 
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ant,  could  in  law  bo  deemed  to  pa^s  the  title  which  she  had, 
the  evidence  establishes,  beyond  controversy,  the  fact  that  her 
signature  was  not  affixed  to  the  instrument  purporting  to  be 
an  assignment  of  her  interest,  voluntarily  and  without  com- 
pulsion on  the  part  of  her  husband.  On  the  contrary,  it 
appears,  and  I  must  find  as  matter  of  fact,  that  she  subscribed 
such  pretended  assignment  without  any  knowledge  of  its  pur- 
pose or  purport,  without  any  consideration  passing  to  her  for 
so  doing,  and  without  any  intention,  on  her  part,  to  divest 
herself  of  her  property  or  rights ;  and  that  her  signature 
thereto  was  procured  from  her  by  the  exercise,  on  the  part  of 
her  husband,  of  undue  influence  and  control,  amounting  to 
compulsion.  She  testifies  that  if  she  signed  the  paper  at  all, 
of  which,  she  has  no  recollection,  though  she  admits  the  fact, 
she  signed  it  at  the  request  and  in  the  presence  of  her  hus- 
band, and  because  she  was  '*  afraid  to  refusef."  He  was  very 
self-willed,  very  determined,  and  not  in  the  habit  of  consult- 
ing her  in  regard  to  his  affairs.  He  did  not  consult  her  in 
regard  to  taking  out  the  policy,  and  though  neither  promises 
nor  actual  threats  were  employed  to  induce  her  to  part  with 
her  interest  in  it,  the  evidence  warrants  the  conclusion  that 
she  did  so  while  under  marital  influence  and  constraint,  and 
not  as  lier  own  free  act. 

The  assignment,  executed  by  the  husband  concurrently 
with  that  of  the  wife,  operated,  in  my  judgment,  only  to 
transfer  the  contingent  interest  which  he  had  in  the  insurance 
money  and  his  right  to  collect  it,  provided  his  life  continued 
beyond  the  term  or  period  for  which  it  was  insured,  viz., "  until 
the  6th  day  of  September,  in  the  year  1882."  The  money 
was  payable  to  him  only  on  that  condition.  In  case  of  his 
death  before  that  time,  it  was  payable  to  his  wife  if  living. 
The  plaintiff  and  McCormack,  his  assignor,  received  the  instru- 
ment and  the  documents  purporting  to  transfer  it,  with  full 
notice,  from  its  terms,  of  the  respective  rights  and  interest 
of  both  husband  and  wife ;  and  McCormack  testifies  that, 
although  he  knew  the  defendant,  he  had  no  negotiations  with 
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her  in  relation  to  this  purchase ;  that  he  paid  her  no  money 
and  agreed  to  pay  her  none,  and  that  the  entire  transaction 
was  between  himself  and  her  husband.  I  am  of  opinion 
that,  as  between  him  and  her,  no  equity  arose  or  can  be 
invoked  in  his  favor,  except  to  the  extent  of  premiums  sub- 
sequently paid. 

Judgment  may  be  rendered  directing  payment  to  the 
plaintiff  from  the  fund  now  in  court  of  a  sum  equivalent  to 
the  aggregate  amount  of  such  premiums,  with  interest  on  each 
from  the  date  of  its  payment,  and  declaring  the  defendant 
entitled  to  receive,  and  directing  payment  to  her  of  the  resi- 
due of  such  fund.     Costs  are  allowed  to  neither  party. 
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Stern  et  al.  agt.  The  Florence  Sewing  Maohinb  Ooicpast. 

Le<ue — AsB^Bfnee  of,  when  not  liable  for  rent  —  hote  hU  UabQiUy  may  be 
terminated — Agreement  to  pay  rerU  toithout  eoneideratien  to  eupport  U — 
Oounter-daim  for  violation  of  agreement  to  heat  premieee. 

An  assignee  of  a  lease  is  not  liable  for  rent  of  the  demised  premises,  except 
for  the  time  he  occupies  them,  and  may  at  any  time  terminate  his 

.   liability  for  rent  by  assigning  the  lease. 

Plaintiff  rented  to  J.  J.  M.  &  Co.  certain  premises,  and  they  went  into 
possession  of  same  in  February  1869,  and  occupied  up  to  January  1, 
1870,  at  which  time  defendant  went  into  possession.  The  lease  was 
dated  October  15,  1870,  and  was  for  a  term  ending  May  1,  1872,  at  the 
annual  rent  of  $900,  from  said  fifteenth  October  until  May  1,  1871,  and 
at  the  rate  of  $1,050  from  last-mentioned  date  until  the  end  of  the 
term.  The  plaintiff,  by  said  lease,  agreed  to  heat  and  warm  said  prem- 
ises in  a  comfortable  manner.  J.  J.  M.  &  Co.,  being  indebted  to  defend- 
ants, and  being  insolyent  and  unable  to  pay,  defendants  purchased 
their  stock  of  sewing  machines  and  took  an  assignment  of  their  prop- 
erty, among  which  was  the  lease  in  question.  The  defendants,  through 
their  agent,  asked  plaintiff  if  he  would  be  willing  to  assign  the  lease 
to  them,  and  he  replied  that  he  would,  provided  he  got  his  pay  promptly 
and  they  assumed  aU  the  responsibility  of  J.  J.  M.  &  Co.,  and  paid  him 
his  rent  promptly,  which  defendants,  through  their  agent,  agreed  to  do, 
and  thereupon  plaintiff  executed  the  consent  on  the  lease: 

EM,  that  the  agreement  of  the  defendants  to  pay  rent  (if  such  an  agree- 
ment was,  in  fact,  made)  was  without  consideration  to  support  it,  and 
that  what  passed  between  plaintiff  and  the  agent  of  defendants  could 
not  be  construed  into  a  new  and  distinct  agreement  to  rent  the  premises 
and  to  pay  rent  otherwise  than  as  specified  in  the  written  lease. 

HM,  also,  that  plaintiff  having  agreed  to  heat  the  premises  rented  to  the 
defendants,  and  having  violated  that  agreement,  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  recover,  by  way  of  counter-claim,  such  damages  as  it  showed 
itself  entitled  to. 

Fourth  DepartmerU^  General  Term^  December^  1876. 
Apfbal  from  judgment  on  the  report  of  a  refereee. 
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The  plaintiffs,  in  their  amended  complaint,  allege  that,  on 
the  let  of  February,  1871,  they  rented  to  the  defendants  a 
portion  of  store  No.  34  in  Globe  Hotel  block,  in  the  city  of 
Syracuse,  froiy  that  date  until  the  1st  of  May,  1872,  at  the 
rate  of  $1,000  per  year,  payable  monthly,  in  advance. 
Defendants  went  into  possession,  but  have  refused  to  pay 
said  rent ;  and  there  was  due  and  unpaid  the  rent  accruing 
on  said  lease  for  the  months  of  November,  December,  1871, 
and  January  Snd  February,  1872,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
$333.33,  with  interest  on  the  monthly  installments  from  the 
time  they  became  payable. 

The  answer,  as  amended,  sets  up  five  defenses  to  the  com- 
plaint, to  wit.:  First.  A  general  denial.  Second.  Payment. 
Third.  That  the  lease  under  which  the  defendants  held  the 
premises  had  been  assigned  before  suit,  and  before  rent  in 
question  had  accrued.  Fourth.  Premises  untenable  and  pos- 
session surrendered.     Fifth.  A  counter-claim. 

The  cause  was  referred  to  a  referee.  On  the  trial,  the 
plaintiff  Stem  was  examined  as  a  witness  and  testified  that 
plaintiffs  rented  to  J.  J.  Morse  &  Co.  a  part  of  the  store 
occupied  by  plaintiffs,  hereinbefore  described.  They  (J.  J. 
M.  &  Co.)  went  into  possession  in  February,  1869,  and  occu- 
pied up  to  January  1,  1870,  at  which  time  defendants  went 
into  possession.  The  lease  from  plaintiffs  to  J.  J.  Morse  & 
Co.  was  then  put  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff.  It  is  dated 
the  15th  of  October,  1870,  and  is  for  a  term  commencing  on 
the  16th  of  October,  1870,  and  ending  May  1,  1872,  at  the 
annpal  rent  of  $900,  from  said  fifteenth  of  October  until  May 
1,  1871,  and  at  the  rate  of  $1,050  from  last-mentioned  date 
until  the  end  of  the  term.  By  said  lease,  defendant  had 
the  privilege  of  using  a  part  of  the  cellar  under  said  store 
for  the  purpose  of  storing  sewing  machines,  and  for  other 
purposes  connected  with  the  business. 

The  plaintiffs,  in  and  by  said  lease,  undertook  and  agreed 
to  heat  and  warm  said  store,  including  the  half  thereof  leased 
to  defendant,  in  a  comfortable  manner,  suitable  to  its  business. 
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J.  J.  Morse  &  Co.  were  indebted  to  defendant  for  the  price 
of  sewing  machines  sold  to  them,  and,  being  insolvent  and 
unable  to  pay  therefor,  the  defendant  sent  one  Folts,  as  its 
agent,  to  Syracuse  to  obtain  security  for  such  indebtedn^, 
and  to  that  end,  to  purchase  the  machines  that  J.  J.  Morse  & 
Co.  had  on  hand,  and  take  an  assignment  of  their  notes,  etc., 
to  be  collected,  and  the  proceeds  applied  on  the  debt  due  to 
defendant. 

Folts  went  to  Syracuse  and  purchased  the  machines  of  J. 
J.  Morse  &  Co.,  and  took  an  assignment  of  the  rest  of  their 
property  as  security  for  their  debt  due  to  defendant. 

Amongst  other  assets  of  J.  J.  Morse  &  Co.  was  the  lease, 
from  plaintiff  to  them,  of  the  store  in  question,  and  they 
assigned  it  to  defendant  on  the  1st  of  February,  1871.  Folts 
applied  to  plaintiff  Stern  for  his  consent  to  such  assignment, 
and  he  replied  that  he  would  consent,  provided  he  got  his 
pay  promptly  and  they  assumed  the  responsibilities  of  J.  J. 
Morse  &  Co.,  which  Folts  agreed  to  do,  and  thereupon  Stern 
signed  a  consent  to  the  assignment  of  the  lease.  This  evi- 
dence, as  to  the  parol  agreement  between  plaintiffs  and  Folts, 
the  defendant's  counsel  moved  to  strike  out  as  incompetent, 
and  as  merged  in  the  writing.  The  motion -was  denied,  and 
the  defendant's  counsel  excepted. 

The  defendant  remained  in  possession  from  the  time  of 
the  foregoing  arrangement  until  the  3d  of  October,  1871, 
paying  rent.  At  the  date  last  mentioned,  the  defendant 
caused  to  be  served  on  plaintiffs  a  notice,  in  writing,  that  they 
quit  and  surrendered  possession  of  said  premises  because  said 
premises  were  untenable  and  unfit  for  occupancy,  and  not 
heated  and  warmed  in  a  comfortable  and  suitable  manner. 

On  the  part  of  the  defense,  evidence  was  given  tending  to 
prove  that  the  roof  of  that  part  of  the  building  occupied  by 
defendant  leaked  when  it  rained,  and  injured  some  of  the 
sewing  machines,  rendering  it  necessary  on  several  occasions 
to  remove  some  of  them  to  other  parts  of  the  store,  and  to 
cause  them  to  be  repaired  and  put  in  order  so  that  they  would 
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operate.  Evidence  was  also  given  tending  to  prove  that  the 
store  was  not  properly  heatdd,  and  that  water  came  into  the 
cellar  where  the  machines  were  stored.  The  plaintiffs  did  not 
claim  that  the  roof  did  not  leak,  nor  but  that  defendant's 
employes  had  to  move,  from  time  to  time,  machines,  nor  but 
they  were  to  some  extent  injured  by  the  water,  nor  that  the 
store  was  not  properly  heated,  but  plaintiflfe'  evidence  tended 
to  prove  that  the  roof  did  not  leak  as  extensively  as  defend- 
ant's witnesses  testified  to ;  and  that  the  water  in  the  cellar 
was  caused  by  a  break  in  the  water  pipe  in  an  adjoining  store, 
and  that  there  was,  at  all  times,  a  suffici^t  supply  of  coal  in 
the  cellar  with  which  defendant's  men  might  have  made  and 
maintained  a  fire  sufficient  to  heat  said  store. 

Plaintiffs  also  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  when- 
ever they  were  notified  that  the  roof  leaked,  they  called  on 
their  landlord  to  repair  it,  and  he  did  so  on  several  occasions ; 
at  one  time  he  put  a  new  roof  over  the  part  occupied  by 
defendant.  On  the  3d  October,  1871,  the  defendants  assigned 
the  lease  from  plaintiffs  to  J.  J.  Morse  &  Co.,  and  by  them 
assigned  to  defendant,  to  one  Andrew  Ames,  by  the  advice 
of  counsel,  in  order  to  release  themselves  from  further  liabil- 
ity to  pay  rent,  disclaiming,  in  said  assignment,  any  and  all 
interest  in  said  demised  premises. 

The  part  of  the  store  occupied  by  defendant  remained 
unoccupied  from  the  3d  October,  1871,  when  it  left  said 
store,  until  the  1st  of  March,  1872,  when  it  was  leased  to 
another  tenant.  The  referee  finds  most  of  the  facts  above 
set  forth,  and,  also,  that  the  leaking  of  the  roof,  although  it 
incommoded  the  defendant,  was  not  sufficient  legal  excuse  for 
abandoning  the  premises;  and  that  the  neglect  to  keep  the 
store  comfortably  warm  did  not  justify  defendant  in  abandon- 
ing the  premises,  or  relieve  him  from  liability  to.  pay  the  rent. 
His  conclusions  of  law  were,  that  the  parol  agreement,  made 
at  the  time  plaintiffs  consented  to  the  assignment  of  the  lease, 
established  a  parol  letting  for  the  residue  of  the  term  speci- 
fied in  the  written  lease,  and  at  the  rent  therein  reserved ; 
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and  that,  although  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  yet  defend- 
ant having  entered  and  occupied,  rendered'  such  letting  valid 
for  one  year,  and  operated  as  a  surrender,  by  operation  of 
law,  of  the  original  lease,  and  defendant  is  liable  for  the  rent 
for  the  whole  term  the  plaintiffs  were  unable  to  relet. 

The  referee  ordered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintifib  for 
the  sum  of  $299.25.  The  defendant's  counsel  excepted  to  the 
conclusions  of  law.  Judgment  was  entered  in  conformity 
with  the  report  of  the  damages  and  costs  of  the  action.  From 
that  action  the  defendant  appeals. 

WilUcmh  C.  Rttger^  for  respondent. 

Irving  O.  Vcmn^  for  appellant. 

MuLLiN,  P.  J,  —  The  assignee  of  a  lease  is  not  liable  for 
rent  of  the  demised  premises  except  for  the  time  he  occupies 
them,  and  may  at  any  time  terminate  his  liability  for  rent  by 
assigning  the  lease  (2  PlaUonZeaseSj  416  ;  Taylor  on  Zand- 
lord  and  Tenant^  sec.  444 ;  Woodfall  Z.  and  T.  [edition  of 
1871],  208,  369,  681). 

The  defendant  assigned  the  lease  in  question  to  one  Ames 
on  the  3d  October,  1871,  and  abandoned  possession.  Under 
the  authorities  referred  to,  the  defendant  was  no  longer  liable 
for  the  rent ;  but  the  referee  decides,  as  matter  of  law,  that 
the  defendant  expressly  agreed  to  assume  the  liabilities  of 
Morse  &  Co.  under  the  lease,  and  the  payment  of  the  rent 
was  one  of  those  obligations. 

This  conclusion  of  the  referee  is  based  upon  the  evidence 
of  the  plaintiff,  given  on  his  own  behalf  on  the  trial,  which 
evidence  is  as  follows,  viz. : 

"  Folts  "  (a  duly  authorized  agent  of  the  defendant)  "  asked 
me  if  I  would  be  willing  to  assign  the  lease  to  defendant  I 
replied  that  I  would,  provided  I  got  my  pay  promptly,  and 
they  assumed  all  the  responsibilities  of  J.  J.  Morse  &  Co., 
and  paid  me  my  rent  promptly,  which  Folts  agreed  to  do. 
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and  therenpon  I  executed  the  consent  on  the  lease.  Folts 
said  the  company  was  more  responsible  than  J.  J.  Morse  & 
Co.,  and  would  pay  rent  more  punctually  and  become  respon- 
sible for  it." 

It  cannot  be  claimed,  upon  this  evidence,  that  Folts  waa 
intending  in  this  interview  with  the  plaintiff  to  abandon  the 
written  lease,  and  to  enter  into  a  verbal  one  for  any  period  of 
time.  Folts  desired  plainti&'  consent  to  the  assignment  oi 
the  written  lease,  and  his  consent  was  given.  The  old  lease 
was  not  varied  in  the  slightest  particular.  The  plaintiffs' 
consent  was  given,  upon  the  condition  that  defendant  would 
pay  the  rent  promptly  and  assume  the  obligations  of  J.  J. 
Morse  &  Co.,  and  Folts,  representing  the  defendant,  accepted 
tha  condition. 

By  taking  an  assignment  of  the  lease,  the  defendant  assumed 
the  obligations  imposed  by  the  lease  on  J.  J.  Morse  &  Co., 
and  one  of  these  was  the  payment  of  the  rent.  No  parol 
agreement  was  necessary  to  charge  the  defendant  with  these 
obligations,  and  the  agreement  to  pay  promptly  did  not  hasten 
or  retard  the  time  of  payment  specified  in  the  lease.  The 
consent  of  plaintiff  was  not  necessary  to  enable  J.  J.  Morse 
&  Co.  to  assign  the  lease  to  the  defendant,  there  being  no 
prohibition  in  the  lease  against  assignment. 

The  agreement  of  the  defendant  to  pay  rent,  if  9uch  an 
agreement  was  in  fact  made,  was  without  consideration  to 
support  it.  But  it  seems  to  me  legally  impossible  to  construe 
what  passed  between  plaintiff  and  Folts  into  a  new  and  dis- 
tinct agreement  to  rent  the  premises,  and  to  pay  rent  other- 
wise than  is  specified  in  the  written  lease. 

The  plaintiff  having  agreed  to  heat  the  premises  rented  to 
the  defendant,  and  having  violated  that  agreement,  the  defend- 
ant Was  entitled  to  recover  by  way  of  counter-claim  such  dam- 
ages as  it  showed  itself  entitled  to.  But  the  defendant  failed 
to  furnish  to  the  referee  any  data  to  enable  him  to  ascertain 
the  amount  of  damages  to  which  it  claimed  to  be  entitled. 

These  remarks  apply  to  the  other  claims,  on  the  part  of  the 
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defendant ;  but,  in  the  view  we  take  of  this  case,  itis  nnnecee- 
sary  to  allade  to  them. 

The  bnilding  wa8  not  in  such  a  dilapidated  condition,  or  so 
out  of  repair,  as  to  justify  the  defendant  in  abandoning  the 
premises. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted  before 
another  referee,  costs  to  abide  event. 

Taloott  and  Smtth,  JJ.,  concurred. 


J 
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Annoer  —  $uJIMency  qf  xenfiecUion  under  new  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

An  answer  containing  two  paragraphs,  the  first  of  which  denies  podtitely 
all  the  allegations  contained  in  the  first  count  of  the  complaint ;  and 
the  second  alleging  that  the  defendant  has  no  knowledge  or  information 
sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  the  truth  of  the  facts  contained  in  the 
second  count  of  the  complaint,  is  a  sufficient  verification  under  section 
526  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

The  verification  need  not  be  in  the  exact  words  of  the  statute,  but  a  sub- 
stantial compliance  is  sufficient. 

Special  Term,  September ^  1877. 

MoAdam,  J.  —  The  defendant  interposed  an  answer  to  the 
complaint  in  dne  time,  and  the  plaintiff  returned  it  upon  the 
ground  that,  under  section  628  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
it  was  a  nullity,  becaase  the  form  of  verification  used  thereon 
was  that  prescribed  by  the  former  Code  {sec.  157),  and  not 
that  required  by  section  526  of  the  new  Code.  The  answer 
contains  two  paragraphs.  The  first  denies  positively  all  the 
allegations  contained  in  the  first  count  of  the  complaint. 
This  is  unquestionably  a  good  denial.  The  second  alleges 
that  the  defendant  has  no  knowledge  or  information  sufficient 
to  form  a  belief  as  to  the  truth  of  the  facts  contained  in  the 
second  count  of  the  complaint.  The  new  Code  permits  this 
form  of  denial  {sec,  500),  and  provides  {sec,  524)  that  it  must 
be  regarded  as  an  allegation  that  the  person  verifying  the 
*  pleading  has  not  such  knowledge  or  information.  It  is  not 
an  allegation  upon  information  and  belief,  but  a  denial  that 
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the  afSant  has  either  knowledge  or  information  upon  which 
he  is  enabled  to  form  a  belief.  Both  of  the  forms  of  denial 
used  herein  are,  therefore,  positively  made. 

Under  such  circumstances,  it  was  needless  to  insert  in  the 
verification  the  words  "  except  as  to  the  matters  therein  stated 
to  be  alleged  on  information  and  belief,"  because  none  of  the 
matters  are  so  alleged.  Section  526  of  the  new  Code  is  almost 
similar  to  section  157  of  the  old  Code,  the  only  real  difference 
being  indicated  above  in  italics. 

Section  526  (supra)  does  not  prescribe  any  particular  words 
with  which  the  verification  must  be  made,  but  provides  that 
"  it  must  he  to  the  effect "  therein  stated,  and  in  this  respect 
it  follows  157  of  the  old  Code. 

Under  the  section  last  referred  to,  the  courts  uniformly 
held  that  the  verification  need  not  be  in  the  exact  words  of 
the  statute,  and  that  a  substantial  compliance  was  sufficient. 
For  examples,  see  Waggoner  agt.  Brovm  (1  How,  Pr.^  212), 
Radway  agt.  Mather  (5  Samdf.y  655),  Harris  agt.  Trip  (4 
Ahb.,  232),  Whelpley  agt.  Vwn  Epps  (9  Paige^  333),  Ei/nr 
kaid  agt.  Kip  (1  i>w<^,  692).  In  the  case  last  cited  {Kinkaid 
agt.  Eip)y  the  superior  court  held  that  where  a  defendant,  in 
his  answer,  has  stated  nothing  on  information  and  belief,  his 
affidavit  that  his  answer  is  true  to  his  knowledge,  without 
adding  the  words  '^  except  as  to  the  matters  therein  stated 
upon  information  and  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  he 
believes  it  to  be  true,"  is  a  sufficient  and  proper  verification. 
Under  the  construction  which  1  have  put  upon  the  provisious 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  before  referred  to,  it  follows 
that  the  defendant's  verification  was  sufficient,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  justified  in  disregarding  the  answer  served 
with  it. 

The  judgment  entered  by  the  plaintiff  was,  therefore, 
irregular,  and  must  be  set  aside. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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and  others. 

WiU — GOTistrucUan  cf —  CodicU  dMnheriUng  a  ehUd  cmd  reooking  a  dmse 
as  to  him — its  effect  on  the  toiU — who  takes  his  sha/re — residuary  clause — 
effect  ofioodicU  on  same. 

The  eighth  clause  of  the  testator's  will  is  as  follows:  '*  After  the  payment 
of  my  just  debts  and  funeral  charges  I  give  and  bequeath  the  rest  and 
residue  of  my  property,  real  and  personal,  of  every  kind  and  descrip- 
tion, to  my  four  children,  Mary  Wright  Heartt,  Charles  S.  Heartt,  Jonas 
S.  Heartt  and  Jane  Lamberson,  the  wife  of  Edward  Schell,  to  be  equally 
divided  between  them^  share  and  share  alike." 

The  ninth  dause  declares:  "  In  the  event  of  any  of  my  children  dying,  or 
either  of  them,  before  a  division  of  my  estate,  leaving  issue,  then  the 
share  or  shares  to  which  he,  she  or  they  respectively  would  be  entitled 
to  under  and  by  virtue  of  this  will  shall  go  to  his,  her  or  their  issue 
respectively." 

By  a  codicil  to  the  will  the  testator  says:  *'  Whereas  I,  Jonas  C.  Heartt  of 
'the  city  of  Troy,  county  of  Rensselaer  and  state  of  New  York,  have 
made  my  last  will  and  testament,  in  writing  executed  the  10th  day  of 
February,  in  the  year  1870,  in  which  I  hjive  made  certain  devises  and 
bequests  to  Charles  8.  Heartt;  now,  therefore,  I  do,  by  this  writing, 
which  I  hereby  declare  to  be  a  codicil  to  my  said  last  will  and  testament, 
and  to  be  Jaken  as  a  part  thereof,  revoke  and  cancel  the  devises  and 
bequests,  and  each  and  every  of  them  embraced  in  my  said  wiU  to  the 
said  Charles  8.  Heartt." 

The  will  bears  date  February  10, 1870,  and  the  codicil  thereto  January  14, 
1874.  Charles  8.  died  before  the  father,  and  on  or  about  the  4th  day  of 
March,  1874,  leaving  one  child  the  defendant  Louise  P.  W.  Livingston. 
The  testator  had  at  the  time  of  making  the  will  and  codicil  four  children, 
ta  wit,  Jonas  8.  (the  plaintiff)  and  Mary  W.  and  Jane  L.  (two  of  the 
defendants)  and  Charles  8.,  aforesaid;  and  at  the  time  of  his  death  the 
said  three  children  and  Mrs.  Livingston,  the  daughter  of  his  deceased 
son  Charles,  were  his  only  descendants: 
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Eddy  that,  reading  the  codicil  as  a  part  of  the  will  and  as  an  amendment 
thereof,  which  both  the  law  and  the  language  thereof  declare  most  be 
done,  all  devises  and  bequests  to  Charles  are  to  be  eliminated  therefrom, 
the  plain  effect  of  which  is  to  devise  the  residue  of  the  estate  to  the 
remaining  children,  Jonas  S.,  Mary  W.  and  Jane  L. 

When  a  testator  has  four  children  to  provide  for  and  gives  to  them  the 
entire  estate,  share  and  share  alike,  and  then  by  a  codicil  disinherits  the 
one  and  revokes  the  devise  as  to  him,  the  remaining  three  take  the  whole; 
and  when  a  testator  having  but  four  children,  by  the  residuary  clause  of 
the  will  gives  such  residue  to  the  four  equally,  and  then  by  codicil 
revokes  the  devise  to  the  one,  the  other  three  take  the  whole.  As 
amended  by  the  codicil  the  will  gives  all  to  the  three  instead  of  the 
four. 

Although,  as  the  will  reads  without  the  codicil,  the  proportion  of  each  of 
the  four  named  in  the  residuary  clause  would  be  one-qua]^r,  yet  this 
result  is  not  expressed  in  words,  and  the  question  is  not  what  was  the 
original  intention  of  the  testator,  but  what  did  he  Intend  when  he  made 
the  codicil?  That  intention  is  to  be  gathered  from  the  words  of  the 
will  as  it  will  read  after  an  amendment  which  strikes  out  one  name. 
So  reading  this  wUl,  as  amended  by  the  codicil,  the  devise  is  of  all  the 
residue  to  the  three,  as  no  words  remain  which  limit  the  share  of  each 
one  of  the  three  to  one-quarter  of  the  whole. 

The  ninth  clause  of  the  will  makes  no  independent  devise  to  Mrs.  Living- 
ston or  any  of  the  grandchildren.  If  the  child  would,  if  living,  have 
taken  nothing  under  the  will,  then  the  issue  can  take  npthing.  By  the 
will,  as  amended  by  the  codicil,  Charles  8.  would  have  taken  nothing; 
and  as  he  could  not,  Mrs.  Livingston  cannot 

In  addition  to  the  provision  made  for  Mary  W.  by  the  residuary  clause  in 
the  will,  that  instrument,  in  ita^c^  clause,  declarea:  ''  I  give  and  bequeath 
to  my  daughter  Mary  W.  the  use  iind  o&upation  of  the  lot  and  dwell- 
ing-house in  which  I  now  reside,  ao.  67  First  street,  together  with  all 
the  vacant  ground  connecled  tho^to,  being  sixty-six  feet  eight  inches  of 
front  on  First  street  and  130  feet  deep,  together  with  all  the  out-build- 
ings on  the  same;  also  all  my  household  furniture,  beds,  bedding,  silv^ 
plate,  books,  fixtures,  as  well  as  every  other  kind  of  personal  property 
which  may  be  on  the  premises  of  my  residence  at  the  time  of  my 
decease  and  belonging  to  me,  except  such  articles  as  I  may  hereinafter 
dispose  of.*' 

The  next  clause  sets  apart  securities  enough  to  produce  an  income  annu- 
ally of  $5,000  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Mary  W.  m  monthly,  quarterly  or 
half-yearly  payments,  as  she  may  elect,  to  keep  up  the  establishment  and 
pay  taxes  and  insurance  so  long  as  she  may  occupy  the  premises  given 
to  her  by  the  first  clause.  For  how  long  a  period  of  time  she  should 
have  the  use  of  the  homestead  Uie  will  did  not  provide,  and  the  first 
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clause  in  the  will  is  the  only  devise  to  her  of  any  speech  real  estate 
whatever. 

The  codicil  then  provides:  ''I  also  hereby  declare  that  the  devise  of  real 
estate  in  my  said  will  to  my  daughter  Mary  W.  is  a  devise  of  the  same 
to  her  for  her  natural  life;  and  such  devise  to  her  for  all  real  estate  con- 
tained in  my  said  will  is  to  be  construed  and  to  have  effect  as  a  devise 
of  the  same  to  her  for  her  natural  Ufa" 

Held,  that  the  devise  of  the  homestead  contained  in  the  first  clause  of  the 
will  to  Mary  W.  is  limited,  by  the  codicil,  to  her  life. 

Held,  also,  that  as  to  Mary  W.  the  residuary  clause  of  the  will  is  undis- 
turbed by  the  codicil. 

Rensadaet  Circuity  1876. 

Action  to  construe  the  will  of  Jonas  C.  Heartt. 

Charles  E.  Patterson,  attorney  for  plaintiliB. 

£.  Cowen,  of  counsel  for  Mrs.  Schell. 

John  B.  Oale,  for  Mrs.  Livingston. 

Westbbook,  J.  —  The  will  of  the  testator  bears  date  the 
10th  day  of  February,  1870,  and  the  codicil  thereto  January 
14,  1874.  Charles  S.  Heartt,  a  son  of  the  testator,  and 
concerning  a  devise  to  whom  in  the  original  will  the  princi- 
pal question  in  this  cause  arises,  died  before  tlie  father, 
and  on  or  about  the  4th  day  of  March,  1874,  leaving  one 
child,  the ,  defendant  Louise  P.  W.  Livingston.  The  tes- 
tator had,  at  the  time  of  making  the  will  and  codicil,  four 
children,  to  wit,  Jonas  S.  Heartt  (the  plaintift)  and  Mary 
Wright  Heartt  and  Jane  Lamberson  Schell  (two  of  the 
defendants),  and  Charles  S.  Heartt,  aforesaid  ;  and  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  the  said  three  children  and  Mrs.  Livingston, 
the  daughter  of  his  deceased  son  Charles,  were  his  only 
descendants. 

The  eighth  clause  of  the  will  is  as  follows :  '^  After  the 
payment  of  my  just  debts  and  funeral  charges,  I  give  and 
Vol.  LUI  62 
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bequeath  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, of  every  kind  and  description,  to  my  four  children, 
Mary  Wright  Heartt,  Charles  S.  Heartt,  Jonas  S.  Heartt  and 
Jane  Lamberson,  the  wife  of  Edward  Schell,  to  be  equally 
divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike." 

The  ninth  declares :  "  In  the  event  of  any  of  my  children 
dying,  or  either  of  them,  before  a  division  of  my  estate,  leav- 
ing issue,  then  the  share  or  shares  to  which  he,  she,  or  they 
respectively  would  be  entitled  to  under  and  by  virtue  of  this 
will,  shall  go  to  his,  her,  or  their  issue  respectively." 

By  the  codicil  to  the  will,  the  testator  says,  "  Whereas,  I, 
Jonas  C.  Heartt  of  the  city  of  Troy,  county  of  Bensselaer, 
and  state  of  New  York,  have  made  my  last  will  and  testa- 
ment in  writing,  executed  the  10th  day  of  February,  in  the 
year  1870,  in  which  I  have  made  certain  devises  and  bequests 
to  Charles  S.  Heartt ;  now,  therefore,  I  do,  by  rhis  writing, 
which  I  hereby  declare  to  be  a  codicil  to  my  said  last  will 
and  testament  and  to  be  taken  as  a  part  thereof,  revoke  and 
cancel  the  devises  and  bequests,  and  each  and  every  of  them 
embraced  in  my  said  will  to  the  said  Charles  S.  Heartt" 

The  first  question  which  arises  upon  the  construction  of 
the  clauses  of  the  will  and  codicil  just  given  is,  what  becomes 
of  the  share,  which  in  the  original  will  was  bequeathed  to 
Charles  ?  Does  it  go  to  the  daughter  of  Charles,  under  the 
ninth  clause  ?  Or  is  it  to  be  regarded  as  undevised,  and  go 
to  the  heirs  at  law,  generally  ?  Or  is  it  disposed  of  by  the 
residuary  clause  (the  eighth)  to  the  three  other  diildren  ! 

Without  attempting  any  lengthy  discussion  of  the  questions, 
the  intention  of  the  testator  seems  quite  clear.  Reading  the 
codicil  as  a  part  of  the  will,  and  as  an  amendment  tJiereof, 
which  both  the  law  and  the  language  thereof  declare  must 
be  done,  all  devises  and  bequests  to  Charles  are  to  be  elim- 
inated therefrom,  the  plain  effect  of  which  is  to  devise  the 
residue  of  the  estate  to  the  remaining  children,  to  wit,  Jonas 
S.  Heartt,  Mary  Wright  Heartt  and  Mrs.  SchelL  When  a 
testator  has  four  children  to  provide  for,  and  gives  to  them 
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the  entire  estate,  share  and  share  alike,  and  then  by  a  codicil 
disinherits  the  one,  and  revokes  the  devise  as  to  him,  it  is 
clear  the  remaining  throe  take  the  whole.  And  when  a  tes- 
tator having*but  four  children,  by  the  residuary  clause  of  the 
will  gives  such  residue  to  the  four  equally,  and  then  by 
codicil  revokes  the  devise  to  the  one,  it  seems  equally  clear 
that  the  other  three  take  the  whole.  As  amended  by  the 
codicil,  the  will  gives  all  to  three,  instead  of  the  four. 

It  is  strenuously  urged,  however,  that  the  devise  to  Charles 
S.  Heartt  being  only  revoked  by  the  codicil,  such  revoca- 
tion would  not  enlarge  that  made  to  others,  who  each  took 
only  a  fourth  by  the  original  will  and  this  would  leave  what 
was  originally  intended  for  Charles  undevised.  This  argu- 
ment is  based  upon  a  wrong  assumption.  It  is  true  that  the 
testator  intended  originally  to  devise  the  residue  among 
the  four  equally,  but  that  does  not  prove  that  his  intention 
as  to  the  three  remained  the  same  when  the  will  was  changed 
by  codicil.  His  intent  must  be  then  ascertained  by  reilwiing 
the  will  as  altered.  Though  he  meant  at  first  that  Jonas, 
Mary  and  Mrs.  Schell  should  have  only  a  one-fourth  part  each 
of  the  residuary  estate,  yet  when  the  codicil  was  made,  he  may 
have  intended  that  their  share  should  be  one-third  each.  It 
is  true  the  codicil  in  words  does  not  enlarge  the  devise  to  the 
three,  but  it  may,  by  striking  out  words  and  phrases  from  the 
will,  make  the  latter  instrument  so  read  as  to  enlarge  the 
original  devise  to  them.  Has  it  done  this?  This  is  the 
question  we  are  to  consider.  The  devise  in  the  will  is  not  of 
one-quarter  of  the  residue  of  the  estate,  in  words,  to  each  one 
of  the  four  children  by  name,  in  which  case,  if  the  devise  of 
the  one-quarter  to  one  of  the  four  had  been  revoked,  it  might 
have  been  plausibly  argued,  that  as  the  remaining  three  were 
each  by  express  words  of  limitation,  to  take  a  quarter  only, 
the  remaining  quarter,  the  devise  of  which  was  recalled  by  the 
codicil  was  undisposed  of  by  will,  and  would  go  to  the  heirs 
at  law  generally;  but  the  devise,  instead  of  being  a  single 
quarter  to  each,  in  words,  is  of  the  whole  residue  in  bulk  to 
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the  four,  and  the  revocation  as  to  one  of  the  four  simply 
strikes  his  name  from  the  clause  creating  it,  leaving  it  as  a 
devise  of  the  whole  to  the  three.  This  follows  from  the  fad 
that  in  the  one  case  the  proportion  of  each  is  defined  by 
express  words,  and  in  the  other  it  is  not.  As  the  ^ect  of 
the  codicil  is  simply  to  strike  out  the  name  of  one  from  the 
devise^^hat  to  the  others  could  not  be  enlarged,  for  the  lan- 
guage of  the  instrument  as  to  the  remaining  three  would  still 
be  unchanged  —  one-quarter  to  each.  When,  however,  the 
proportion  of  each  is  not  declared  in  words,  but  is  of  the 
whole  to  the  four  generally,  when  the  name  of  one  is  elimi- 
nated, that  which  originally  was  to  go  to  four  equally,  share 
and  share  alike,  goes  to  three,  for  there  is  no  language  in  the 
instrument  expressly  limiting  the  proportion  of  each.  If  A, 
B,  C  and  D  are  named  in  a  deed  as  grantees,  and  the  propor- 
tion of  each  is  undefined  in  words,  when  D's  name  is  stricken 
out,  it  would  then  read  as  a  conveyance  to  the  three,  and  if 
executed  and  delivered  in  that  form,  it  would  pass  the  title 
to  the  three.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  four,  A,  B,  C  and  D 
had  beeu  named  as  grantees,  and  the  deed  had  further  m 
express  words  declared  that  each  should  have  only  one-quarter, 
the  erasure  of  the  name  of  D  from  the  conveyance,  without 
erasing  the  clause  giving  to  each  a  quarter,  would  still  leave 
the  instrument  expressly  declaring  that  A,  B  and  0  should 
each  have  a  quarter  only.  Precisely  this  is  the  case  before 
us.  The  codicil  strikes  the.name  of  Charles  from  the  devise, 
and  leaves  it  perfect  as  to  the  three,  without  any  language 
still  remaining  therein  showing  that  the  others  take  less  than 
the  whole  residue.  It  is  true  that  as  the  will  reads  without 
the  codicil,  the  mathematical  proportion  of  each  of  the  four 
named  in  the  residuary  clause  would  be  one-quarter,  but  thi& 
mathematical  result  is  not  expressed  in  words,  and  the  ques- 
tion is  not  what  was  the  original  intention  of  the  testator, 
but  what  did  he  intend  when  he  made  the  codicil^  That 
intentioD  is  to  be  gathered  from  the  words  of  the  will,  as  it 
will  read  after  an  amendment  which  strikes  ont  one  name. 
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So  reading  this  will,  as  amended  by  the  codicil,  we  have  no 
trouble,  for  the  devise  is  then  of  all  to  the  three,  for  no  words 
remain  which  limit  the  share  of  each  one  of  the  three  to  one- 
qaarter  of  the  whole. 

This  construction  substantially  disposes  of  all  the  questions 
arising  upon  this  part  of  the  will.  As,  however,  it  has  been 
claimed  that  Mrs.  Livingston  would  inherit  her  fatherie  share 
under  the  ninth  clause,  it  may  be  well  to  say  a  word  upon 
that.  That  clause  makes  no  independent  devise  to  Mrs. 
Livingston,  or  any  of  the  grandchildren.  In  case  of  the 
death  of  any  of  the  children,  leaving  issue,  before  a  division 
of  the  estate,  then  such  issue  shall  take  the  share  that  the 
child  would  have  taken  under  such  will  if  he  or  she  had  lived. 
If  the  child  would,  if  living,  have  taken  nothing  under  the 
will,  then  the  issue  can  take  nothing.  By  the  will,  as  amended 
by  the  codicil,  Charles  S.  Heartt  would  have  taken  nothing, 
and  as  he  could  not,  it  is  clear  that  Mrs.  Livingston  could  not. 

The  next  and  remaining  difficulty  in  the  will  is,  as  to  the 
share  of  Mary  Wright  Heartt,  one  of  the  daughters.  In 
addition  to  the  provision  made  for  her  by  the  residuary  clause 
in  the  will,  that  instrument,  in  its  first  item,  declares,  "  I  give 
and  bequeath  to  my  daughter,  Mary  Wright,  the  use  and 
occupation  of  the  lot  and  dwelling-house  in  which  I  now 
reside,  No.  67  First  street,  together  with  all  the  vacant  ground 
connected  thereto,  being  sixty-six  feet  eight  inches  of  front 
on  First  street,  and  130  feet  deep,  together  with  all  the  out- 
buildings on  the  same;  also,  all  my  househould.  furniture, 
beds,  bedding,  silver  plate,  books,  pictures,  as  well  as  every 
other  kind  of  personal  property  which  may  be  on  the  prem- 
ises of  my  residence  at  the  time  of  my  decease  and  belonging 
to  me,  except  such  articles  as  I  may  hereinafter  otherwise 
dispose  of. 

The  next  clause  sets  apart  securities  enough  to  produce  an 
income  annually  of  $5,000  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Mary  Wright 
in  monthly,  quarterly  or  half-yearly  payments,  as  she  may 
elect,  to  keep  up  the  establishment  and  pay  taxes  and  insur- 
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ance  so  long  as  she  may  occupy  the  premises  given  to  her  by 
the  first  clause. 

For  how  long  a  period  of  time  she  should  have  the  use  of 
the  homestead  the  will  did  not  provide,  and  the  first  clause 
in  the  will  is  the  only  devise  to  her  of  any  specific  real  estate 
whatever. 

The  codicil  then  proceeds :  "  I  also  hereby  declare  that  the 
devise  of  real  estate  in  my  said  will  to  my  daughter,  Mary, 
is  a  devise  of  the  same  to  her  for  her  natural  life ;  and  such 
devise  to  her  of  all  real  estate  contained  in  my  said  will  is  to 
be  construed  and  to  have  effect  as  a  devise  of  the  same  to 
her  for  her  natural  life." 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  testator  speaks  of  a  single 
devise  of  real  estate  and  made  emphatic,  not  only  by 
using  the  singular  number ''  demse^'*  but  by  calling  it  "  the 
devise"  and  "  such  devise ;"  and  this  is  made  the  more  signi- 
ficant by  the  previous  clause  in  the  codicil  in  regard  to  Charles, 
which  revokes  and  cancels  "  the  devises  and  bequests  "  (using 
the  plural);  and  then  to  make  it  still  more  pointed  adds, 
"  and  each  and  every  of  them."  The  testator  surely  knew 
that  there  were  two  devises  in  the  will  under  which  Mary 
Wright  could  take  real  estate.  He  knew  the  difference 
between  the  use  of  a  noun  in  the  plural  or  singular  number. 
He  had  made  in  the  will  only  a  single  devise  to  Mary  Wright 
of  real  estate  specifically,  and  the  term  of  the  use  of  that  had 
not  been  prescribed.  When,  under  such  circumstances,  he 
speaks  of  "  the  devise  of  real  estate  "  and  of  "  such  devise," 
what  could  he  mean  other  than  that  devise  of  real  estate,  for 
the  length  of-occupancy  of  which  the  will  did  not  provide 
and  for  which  the  codicil  did  ? 

This  view  is  also  strengthened  by  the  very  apparent  objects 
of  the  first  two  items  in  the  will.  The  house  establishment 
was  to  be  kept  up  for  the  common  benefit  of  the  family. 
When  Mary,  however,  to  whom  this  duty  was  confided,  died, 
it  was  but  just  that  such  homestead,  maintained  for  all,  should 
not  go  to  her  heirs  alona     It  was,  therefore,  limited  to  her 
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life.  Tbere  is  this  reason  for  such  a  provision  in  the  codicil^ 
when  applied  to  this  devise,  bat  it  fails  entirely  when  applied' 
to  the  residaary  clause. 

My  construction  of  this  portion  of  the  will  and  codicil  is, 
that  as  to  Mary  ,Wright  Heartt  the  residuary  clause  in  the 
will  is  undisturbed  by  the  codicil. 

Findings  will  be  prepared  by  the  attorney  in  accordance 
with  this  opinion,  which  will  be  settled  on  notice. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Regina  Mausbach  agt.  The  Metropolitan  Life  Insurance 

Company. 

lAfe  insurance  —  Equity  power  of  (he  court  where  a  poUcy  has  been  can- 
celed—  Tender  of,  premiums — Misrepresentations  in  appUcaiionforpoii^ — 
Evidence  of 

As  the  contract  of  life  insurance  is  a  peculiar  one,  and  as  it  is  fit  and 
proper  that  the  parties  should  know  their  rights  under  such  a  contract, 
where  the  present  rights  under  such  a  contract  are  denied,  a  proper  case 
is  made  out  for  the  exercise  of  the  equitable  powers  of  the  court. 

In  ordinary  cases  courts  will  not,  in  advance  of  any  present  duty,  obliga- 
tion or  default,  declare  the  rights  and  obligations  of  suitors.  They  will 
do  it  where  peculiar  circumstances  render  it  necessary  to  the  preservnr 
tion  of  right 

Where  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  are  that  the  plaintiff  has  tendered 
the  premiums  du6  and  that  the  defendant  refused  to  receive  tiiem  and 
canceled  the  policy: 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  standing  in  court  and  is  entitled  to  the  relief 
asked  for. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  alleged  false  representations  made  by  the  assured 
at  the  time  of  the  application  for  the  policy,  considered^  criticised  and 
hdd  to  be  entirely  insufficient  to  justify  the  court  in  holding  that  at  the 
tune  of  the  application  for  the  insurance  the  assured  was  suffering  with 
the  disease  as  claimed  by  the  defendant. 

Special  Term^  May^  1877. 

This  action  was  brought  to  compel  the  defendant,  The 
Metropolitati  Life  Insurance  Company,  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  to  restore  the  policy  in  question  to  its  original  force 
and  effect,  said  company  having  canceled  it  on  its  books. 

The  complaint  alleged,  in  substance,  that  defendant  was  a 
corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New 
York;  that  on  the  26th  of  July,  1873,  in  consideration  of 
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eighteen  dollars  and  fifty-seven  cents  (being  the  one-quarter 
^nnnal  premium  op  said  contract)  paid  them  by  plaintiff,  and 
of  a  like  amount  to  be  paid  thereafter  on  or  before  the  twenty- 
sixth  day  of  July,  October,  January  and  April  in  every  year, 
it  executed  and  issued  to  her  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life 
of  her  husband  Simon  Mausbach,  in  the  amount  of  $3,000,  for 
the  term  of  twenty  years  ending  with  the  26th  day  of  July, 
1893 ;  that  the  policy  contained  the  conditions,  that  should 
said  Simon  Mausbach  die  before  the  expiration  of  said  twenty 
years,  the  said  $3,000  should  be  paid  to  plaintiff  in  full ;  and 
in  the  event  of  his  dying  after  said  twenty  years  the  said 
defendant  agreed  to  pay  to  this  plaintifiE  the  reserve  endow- 
ment on  said  contract  amounting  to  $711.06,  that  by  a  stipula- 
tion in  said  contract  the  defendant  agreed  to  place  to  the 
credit  of  this  plaintiff  at  the  end  of  each  year  her  equitable 
share  of  the  reserve  dividend  until  the  completion  often  years, 
and  if  Simon  Mausbach  then  lived  to  pay  the  same  in  gross 
to  this  plaintiff ;  that  plaintiff  has  paid  the  sura  of  money 
required  by  her  to  be  paid  as  a  premium  for  upwards  of  three 
years,  and  has,  in  every  other  respect,  fulfilled  any  and  all 
conditions  by  her  to  be  done  under  said  contract ;  that  during 
the  months  of  October  or  November,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  this  plaintiff  caused  a  tender  of  the 
amount  due  said  defendant  on  said  contract,  and  at  the  time 
the  same  was  due,  to  be  made  to  it,  but  said  defendants  has 
refused  and  still  refuses  to  receive  the  same ;  that  the  said  plain- 
tiff is  informed,  and  believes,  that  said  defendant  has  canceled 
the  contract  on  its  books  in  subversion  of  her  rights  and  to 
her  damage  ;  that  said  defendant  has  not  placed  to  her  credit 
any  share  to  which  she  may  be  entitled,  and  has  refused  and 
now  refuses  to  ido  so ;  that  Simon  Mausback  is  still  living, 
and  that  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendant,  in  refusing  to 
receive  the  premiums  and  in  threatening  to  cancel  and  annul 
the  same  on  said  contract,  and  in  refusing  to  place  to  the 
eredit  of  the  plaintiff  her  proper  share  of  the  dividend,  are 
subversive  of  law  and  right  and  against  the  express  stipulations 
Vol.  LIII  63 
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of  Baid  contract  agreed  to  by  defendant.  She  aeked,  as  relief, 
that  defendant  be  ordered  and  compelled  to  restore  the 
said  contract  to  its  original  force  and  effect ;  that  defendant 
be  ordered  to  continue  the  same  in  force  according  to  the 
terms  thereof ;  that  defendant  be  compelled  to  make  a  dis- 
covery of  its  books  ander  oath^  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to 
ascertain  the  proper  amoant  of  credits  due  her,  and  for  such 
further  relief,  &c. 

The  policy  has  been  canceled  on  the  books  of  defendant  on 
the  ground  of  alleged  misrepresentations  of  the  assured  in 
his  application  for  the  same. 

On  the  trial  of  the  cause  the  defendant  procured  two 
examining  physicians,  who  testified  that  the  assnred  had, 
during  the  course  of  a  subsequent  medical  examination  of  him, 
acknowledged  that  he  had  been  sick  prior  to  his  application 
for  insurance.  These  physicians  testified  as  their  opinion 
that  he  had  so  been  sick,  relying  for  that  opinion  partly  upon 
his  aforesaid  alleged  statement  and  partly  upon  that  exami- 
nation which  was  shown  to  have  been  both  short  and  super- 
ficial. The  plaintiff  produced  two  physicians  in  rebuttal ; 
one,  the  consulting  doctor  for  the  company,  who  had  examined 
him  at  the  time  of  his  application,  who  pronounced  him 
healthy,  and  the  other  his  family  physician.  She  also  pro- 
duced Dr.  H.  D.  Bamsey  as  an  expert,  who  testified  that, 
under  the  circumstances  in  evidence,  no  intelligent  impres- 
sion could  have  been  arrived  at  by  the  doctors  who  testified 
for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  also  denied  having  made 
the  alleged  statement,  and  testified  that  two  distinct  tenders 
of  the  aggregate  amount  doe  the  company  were  made,  but 
the  money  was  refosed  by  note  from  defendant  relieving 
the  plaintiff  from  any  obligation,  at  the  same  time  suspend- 
ing her  privileges  until  a  trial  could  be  had. 

The  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  on  the  ground:  First 
That  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  show  that  her  tender  of  the 
premiums  has  been  kept  good.  Second.  That'the  complainant 
has  no  standing  in  equity. 
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ChwrUs  Strau%^  for  plaintiff. 

Arnimx^  Ritch  <&  Woodford,  for  defendant. 

VanBkunt,  J. — The  case  of  Cohen  agt.  The  Nev)  York 
Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company  (50  iT.  Y.y  610)  is  an 
anthority  directly  snstaining  the  right  of  the  court  to  entertain 
an  action  like  the  one  at  bar. 

In  that  case  it  was  held  that,  as  the  contract  of  life  insur- 
ance is  a  peculiar  one,  and  as  it  is  fit  and  proper  that  the 
parties  should  know  their  rights  under  such  a  contract,  where 
the  present  rights  under  such  a  contract  are  denied,  a  proper 
case  is  made  out  for  the  exercise  of  the  equitable  powers  of 
the  court. 

That  case  seema  also  to  dispose  of  the  claim  made  by  the 
defendants  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  standing  in  court,  because 
the  tender  of  the  premiums  has  not  been  kept  good.  In  that 
case  there  was  no  allegation  that  the  tender  had  been  kept 
good,  yet  the  plaintiff  was  granted  relief.  Thet)nly  remain- 
ing question  is  a  question  of  fact,  viz. :  Were  false  representa- 
tions made  to  this  defendants  in  respect  to  the  health  of  Simon 
Mausbach,  at  the  time  of  the  application  upon  the  policy  in 
question ) 

The  evidence  upon  the  part  of  the  defense  to  sustain  their 
claim  in  this  regard,  consists  of  the  testimony  of  two  physi- 
cians, who  claim  to  have  examined  the  assured  in  the  year, 
1873,  and  to  have  found,  from  such  examination  and  from 
the  statements  made  by  the  assured  to  them,  that  he  had  been 
suffering,  anterior  to  the  issuance  of  the  policy  upon  his  life, 
with  chroiiic  bronchitis  and  asthma,  and  had  consulted  physi- 
cians in  Europe  in  respect  thereto.  If  the  testimony  of  these 
physicians  is  to  be  taken  as  true,  then  there  clearly  were  mis- 
representations made  to  the  defendants  as  to  the  health  of  the 
assured,  and  they  would  have  the  right  to  cancel  the  policy 
which  they  had  ksued. 

It  seems  to  me  apparent  that  the  judgment  of  these  phy- 
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Bicians  depended  upon  the  statements  alleged  to  have  been 
made  to  them  by  the  assured,  rather  than  from  any  exam- 
ination which  they  themselves  made.  At  the  time  of  this 
exan^ination,  it  was  entirely  immaterial  to  them  whether 
the  disease  was  of  long  standing  or  of  recent  contraction,  and 
their  examination  of  the  patient  was  so  cursory  and  superficial 
that  it  doesn't  seem  possible  that  any  solid  judgment  could 
have  been  based  th^eon.  Neither  was  any  satisfactory  evi- 
dence given  to  show  that  it  is  possible,  upon  an  examination 
of  a  patient,  to  tell  whether  the  disease  is  of  two  or  four  years 
standing.  If  it  is  possible  to  detennine,  with  any  degree  of  cer- 
tainty, the  length  of  time  during  which  the  disease  has  been 
progressing  by  the  changes  in  the  symptoms  or  otherwise, 
then  it  is  equally  certain  that  upon  an  examination  being 
made  during  the  time  the  disease  is  thus  progressing,  that  its 
presence  would  be  detected. 

Yet  we  find,  from  the  evidence  in  this  case,  that  a  physi- 
cian examined  the  assured  at  the  time  of  the  application 
for  this  assurance  and  found  no  evidences  of  any  diseafle.  We 
find,  also,  that  the  friends  and  acquaintances  of  the  assured 
never  saw  any  indications  of  any  disease,  nor  is  there  any 
evidence  whatever,  that  he  had  ever  consulted  a  physician 
where  he  had  lived  for  years. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  evidence  is  entirely 
insufficient  to  justify  me  in  holding  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
application  for  the  insurance,  the  assured  was  suffering  with 
this  disease,  as  claimed  by  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment,  with  costs. 
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N.  Y.  SURROGATE'S  COURT. 
In  thb  Matter  of  the  Estate  of  Thomas  Hahlin. 

JUikraki  and  incompetent  eaeetUors — Power  of  etu^rogate  to  puniih  for  non- 
compliance with  decree  —  Practice  at  to  letters  testamentary. 

The  surrogate  has  power,  under  3  Revised  Statutes  (6^  ed^  page  839, 
section  4),  to  punish  an  executor  or  executrix  for  non-compliance  with  a 
decree  of  such  court,  made  on  an  accounting,  directing  certain  moneys 
to  be  paid  to  a  party  named  in  the  decree,  by  a  fine  or  imjyrisonment,  or 
both,  where  such  misconduct  was  calculated  to,  or  did,  defeat  the  rights 
of  a  party  in  a  matter  pending  in  such  court. 

In  case  of  inability  to  perform  the  requirements  imposed  by  such  decree, 
the  court  ordering  such  imprisonment  may  relieve  the  person  so 
imprisoned,  in  such  manner  and  upon  such  terms  as  it  shall  deem  just 
and  proper. 

Though  the  scheme  of  the  statute  ^eems  to  contemplate  the  commitment 
first  and  the  relief  to  be  sought  thereafter,  in  this  case  testimony  was 
taken  as  to  the  ability  of  the  executrix  to  perfonn  the  requirements 
imposed  by  the  decree,  to  the  end  that  the  relief  might  be  afforded  with- 
out the  formal  imprisonment,  if  a  proper  case  should  have  been  made. 
The  evidence  established  beyond  doubt  that  the  executrix  was  sub- 
stantially without  the  means  of  performing  the  decree,  and  that  her 
imprisonment  could  not  aid  th^  beneficiary. 

Held,  that  the  executrix,  being  widow  of  the  deceased,  and  as  dowress  hav- 
ing an  interest  in  the  premises,  that  interest  should  be  devoted  to  reim- 
bursing the  claimant;  and  that  she  should  be  committed  to  prison  until 
she  should  pay  the  sum  required  to  be  paid  by  said  decree,  and  costs, 
unless  she  should  execute  a  release  of  so  much  of  her  interest  in  the 
premises,  and  to  the  rents  thereof,  as  should  be  necessary  to  cover  such 
sums. 

By  Laws  of  1867  {chap.  782,  sec,  6),  a  discretion  is  conferred  upon  the 
surrogate  to  reftise  the  application  for  letters  testamentary  or  letters 
of  administration  of  any  person  unable  to  read  and  write.  Henceforth 
such  applications  will  be  refused  unless  specially  ordered  by  the  surro- 
gate. 
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By  the  statute  {Lawt  of  1877,  chap.  208),  any  person  acting  as  executor  or 
administrator,  who  converts  to  his  own  use,  or  fraudulently  withholds 
any  money,  goods,  property,  rights  in  action,  &c.,  belonging  to  an 
estate,  is  guilty  of  embezzlement,  and  punishable  hjflne  and  impriton- 
merit. 

October y  1877. 

Motion  to  punish  Magdalena  Hahlin,  executrix,  &c.,  of 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  Thomas  Hahlin,  deceased,  for 
non-compliance  with  a  decree  of  the  surrogate,  made  on  her 
accounting,  August  17,  1877,  directing  her  to  pay  certain 
moneys. 

Jwmes  G.  WhiUj  proctor  for  legatee. 

Joseph  Bellisheim^  proctor  for  executrix. 

A,  C,  Andersouj  of  counsel. 

Calvin,  Surrogate. —  On  the  return  of  the  attachment 
herein,  the  testimony  taken  shows  substantially  that  the 
deceased  left  a  tenement-house  somewhat  incumbered  by 
mortgage,  and  a  business  of  purchasing  and  sale  of  the  broken 
meats  of  certain  hotels  in  this  city,  and  the  general  fragments 
remaining  from  their  tables.  That  the  will,  as  understood  by 
the  executrix,  required  her  to  continue  the  business  so  as  to 
preserve  it  for  her  eldest  son  when  he  should  become  of  age ; 
that  for  some  time  she  did  continue  the  business,  but,  as  she 
swears,  it  proving  to  be  unprofitable,  she  disposed  of  it. 
While  there  is  some  testimony  showing,  or  tending  to  show, 
that  the  business  was  profitable,  she  admits,  under  oath,  that 
soon  after  the  decease  of  her  husband,  and  in  1869,  she  drew 
from  the  savings  bank  the  sum  of  $1,182,  the  amount,  of  a 
legacy  bequeathed  to  her  in  said  will ;  that  she  has  collected 
the  rents  of  the  house,  but  that  she  has  expended  all  such 
rents  and  her  own  legacy  in  paying  some  debts  of  the  testa- 
tor, in  paying  interest  on  the  mortgage,  making  repairs  upon 
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the  premises,  and  in  the  support  of  herself  and  her  children, 
so  that  she  is  now  entirely  destitute  of  the  means  by  which 
to  perform  the  decree.  It  is  true  that  she  appears  not  to 
hare  kept  any  account  of  her  receipts  and  disbursements,  and 
to  have  greatly  neglected  her  duty  as  executrix,  yet  I  do  not 
doubt  from  the  evidence,  that  she  had,  without  authority, 
expended  the  money,  and  is  now  without  means  to  comply 
with  the  decree.  Under  section  4,  3  Revised  Statutes  {Qth 
ed.)j  839,  the  prisoner  may  be  committed  to  prison  until  such 
sum,  with  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  proceedings,  be  paid. 
By  section  20,  same  statute,  it  is  provided  that  if  the  court 
shall  adjudge  the  defendant  to  have  been  guilty  of  the  mis- 
conduct alleged,  and  such  misconduct  was  calculated  to,  or 
did,  defeat,  &c.,  the  rights  of  a  party  in  a  matter  pending  in 
such  court,  it  shall  proceed  to  impose  a  fine  or  to  imprison,  or 
both,  but  in  case  of  inability  to  perform  the  requirements 
imposed,  the  court  ordering  such  imprisonment  may  relieve 
the  person  so  imprisoned  in  such  manner,  and  upon  such  terms 
as  it  shall  deem  just  and  proper.  In  view  of  this  power, 
testimony  was  taken  upon  the  question  of  the  accused  being 
able  to  perform  the  requirements  imposed,  in  order  that  the 
relief  might  "be  afforded  without  the  formal  imprisonment,  if 
a  proper  case  should  appear  to  have  been  made,  though  the 
scheme  of  the  statute  seems  to  contemplate  the  commitment 
first,  and  the  relief  to  be  sought  thereafter.  The  natural 
repugnance  to  imprisoning  a  woman  makes  the  proceeding 
peculiarly  unwelcome  and  embarrassing ;  yet  while  the  law 
provides  for  her  appointment  to  such  places  of  trust,  I  see  no 
good  reason  why  she  should  not  be  held  to  the  same  strict 
accountability  as  males.  It  very  often  occurs  that  an  admin- 
istratrix or  ex;ecutrix  is  called  to  account,  who  has  used  the 
funds  of  the  estate  for  the  support  of  herself  and  family, 
entirely  regardless  of  the  rights  of  creditors,  heirs,  or  next  of 
kin  or  legatees,  and  who  seem  to  suppose  they  have  done 
right ;  but  a  still  greater  grievance,  as  well  as  inconvenience, 
ames  in  very  many  cases  from  the  absence  of  any  account 


504  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Matter  of  Hahlin. 

* 

whatever  of  the  proceedings  of  the  represeotatives  of  estates, 
resalting  frequently  from  their  inability  to  read  and  write ; 
and,  while  I  am  aware  that  it  has  been  the  cnstom  of  this 
office  for  many  years  to  issue  letters  to  wholly  illiterate  per- 
sons,  while  with  very  rare  exceptions  the  settiemente  of  the 
estates  they  have  represented  have  been  attended  with  great 
expense,  uncertainty,  dissatisfaction  and  family  discord,  as 
well  as  serious  loss.  In  view  of  these  well  known  &ct8,  it 
seems  to  me  that  henceforth  the  spirit  of  section  5  of  chap- 
ter 782  of  the  Laws  of  1867  should  be  followed,  and  the 
discretion  there  conferred  exercised,  as  a  general  rule,  for  the 
danger  of  granting  letters  to*  illiterate  persons  there  suggested 
has  been  fully  realized  in  practice.  Indeed,  it  is  self-evident, 
that  where  the  law  require^  executors  and  administrators  to 
render  an  account  of  their  proceedings  as  such  from  time  to 
time,  it  presupposes  them  to  be  capable  of  keeping  and 
rendering  such  accounts.  Henceforth,  applications  for  letters 
testamentary  and  of  administration  by  any  person  unable  to 
read  and  write  should  be  refused,  unless  specially  ordered  by 
the  surrogate.  The  prevalence  of  trustees'  defalcations  has 
impelled  the  legislature  of  this  state  to  enact  a  law  calculated, 
by  authorizing  criminal  prosecution,  to  enforce  the  honest 
performance  by  trustees  of  their  delicate  and  responsible 
duties. 

Chapter  208  of  the  Laws  of  1877  mates  the  conversion  to 
his  own  use,  or  the  fraudulent  withholding  any  money,  goods, 
property,  rights  in  action,  &c.,  belonging  to  an  estate  or  per- 
son, by  any  person  acting  as  executor,  administrator,  trnstee 
or  guardian,  embezzlen?ent,  and  punishable  by  fine  and 
imprisonment.  It  is  desirnble  that  this  law  should  be  called 
to  the  attention  of  all  such  trustees,  and  henceforth  the  letters 
issued  should  contain  an  indorsement  by  way  of  notice  of  its 
provisions.  I  have  deemed  it  to  be  my  duty  to  say  thus 
much  upon  the  general  subject  by  way  of  calling  attention  to 
the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  trustees,  in  the  hope  that  it 
may  result  in  a  more  diligent,  faithful  and  honest  administra- 
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tion  of  their  trusts.  Now,  as  to  the  proper  disposition  of 
this  motion,  the  delinquent  executrix  may  congratulate  herself 
that  the  law  just  cited  is  not  retroactive.  I  entertain  no 
doubt  on  the  evidence  that  she  is  substantially  without  the 
means  of  performing  the  decree  in  this^  matter,  and  that  her 
imprisonment  cannot  aid  the  beneficiary,  whose  funds  have 
been  misappropriated,  and  as  the  widow,  as  dowress,  has  an 
interest  in  the  premises,  it  seems  to  me  that  that  interest 
should  be  devoted  to  reimbui*8Lng  the  claimant.  She  should 
be  committed  to  prison  until  she  shall  pay  the  sum  required 
to  be  paid  by  said  decree,  and  fifty  dollars  cost  of  this  pro- 
ceeding, unless  she  shall  execute  a  release  of  so  much  of  her 
interest  in  the  premises  and  to  the  rents  thereof  as  shall  be 
necessary  to  cover  such  sums. 
Voju  Lin  64 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Daniel  Pratt  and  anotlier   agt.   Hbnbt   W.   Shobt  and 

George  D.   Leonard. 

Aetion  on  promissory  note  made  byp  laintiff  to  the  order  of,  and  indorsed  bg 
defendants  and  ddvoered  by  them  to  a  sqfe  d^Msit  company  foho  diseounied 
same — Oomplaint  contains  ootmt  upon  note  and  indorsement^  aisofor  money 
had  and  receieed — [Defense^  tliat  the  corporation  exceeded  its  corporate  powG^ 
in  discounting  the  note,  not  good  —  Assignee  proper  person  to  sue. 

In  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  The  People's  Safe  DepofiitCompanj*  incor- 
porated under  chapter  816  of  Laws  of  1868,  .page  1839,  on  a  note  made 
by  V.  C.  to  the  order  of,  and  indorsed  by,  defendants,  and  by  them 
delivered  to  said  deposit  company,  who  took  the  same  and  paid  the 
defendants  the  amount  of  the  note,  less  the  discount,  at  the  legal  rate  of 
interest,  the  complaint  contained  a  count  upon  the  note  and  its  indorse- 
ment, also  for  money  had  and  roceived.  The  defense  alleged  that  the 
corporation  had  no  right,  under  its  charter,  to  discount  the  note  or  to 
enter  into  the  transaction  of  discount  or  loan  set  out  in  the  complaint: 

Meld,  that  as  the  defendants  were  willing,  at  the  time  they  presented  the 
note  to  the  company's  offlcere  and  asked  for  the  jnoney  upon  it,  to  assome 
and  act  as  though  they  believed  the  officers  of  the  company  had  power 
to  discount  the  note,  it  is  highly  inequitable  to  allow  them,  when  called 
upon  to  pay  back  the  money,  to  make  good  their  promise,  made  at  the 
time  of  the  loan,  to  insist  that  the  company  exceeded  its  charter  powers 
when  it  parted  with  its  money. 

The  defendant  cannot  resist  payment,  on  the  ground  that  the  corporation 
in  takuig  the  note  had  passed  the  bounds  of  their  charter. 

This  court  will  not,  in  a  collateral  way,  decide  a  question  of  misuser  of  a 
safe  deposit  company  organized  under  a  statute  of  this  state.  If  they 
exceed  their  powers  the  remedy  is  with  the  le^lature. 

The  invalidity  of  contracts  made  in  violation  of  statutes  is  subject  to  the 
equitable  exception,  that  although  a  corporation  in  making  a  contract 
acts  in  disagreement  with  its  charter  when  it  is  a  simple  question  of 
capacity  or  authority  to  contract,  a  party  who  has  the  benefit  of  the 
agreement  cannot  be  permitted,  in  an  action  founded  on  it,  to  question 
its  validity.    The  defendant  cannot  be  permitted  to  lepndiate  a  contnK^ 
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the  fruits  of  which  he  retains.  Assuming  that  the  note  and  indorsement 
were  void  when  taken  by  the  corporation,  then  the  same  being  avoided 
by  the  defendants,  the  money  should  be  returned  to  the  lender  or  its 
assignees,  for,  in  equity,  the  money  should  never  have  been  taken  by 
these  defendants  upon  a  voidable  or  void  security.  The  action  for 
money  had  and  received  will  lie  under  such  circumstances.  The  trans- 
action was  not  malum  in  m,  and  the  lender  may  recover. 
The  assignees  of  an  insolvent  corporation  have  power  to  sue  for  and 
recover  the  assets  of  such  insolvent  corporation  which  have  been 
improperly  parted  with  by  the  corporation. 

Onondaga  Circuity  September ^  1877. 

AonoH  upon  a  note  made  by  Alex.  Van  Oleeck  to  the  order 
of,  and  indorsed  by,  defendants,  dated  Angnst  12,  1872,  for 
$1,900,  payable  seventy  days  after  date.  It  was  taken  by  the 
defendants  and  indorsed  by  them  and  delivered  to  the  People's 
Safe  Deposit  Company  of  the  .State  of  New  York,  "  which 
was  incorporated  under  chapter  816,  Laws  of  1868,  page  1839. 
The  defendants  received  of  said  company  $1,873.03,  and 
have  never  repaid  the  money.  The  note  was  protested.  The 
plaintiff  was  dnly  appointed  assignee,  as  alleged,  of  said 
company.  Section  11  of  said  act  provides,  viz. :  'It  shall  be 
the  dnty  of  the  board  of  directors  to  invest  the  capital  stock 
of  said  corporation,  and  to  keep  the  same  invested  in  good 
seenrities,  and  it  shall  be  lawfal  for  the  same  to  make  such 
investments  of  the  capital  stock  and  of  the  deposits  and  funds 
accumulated  by  its  business  or  any  part  thereof  *  *  * 
The  proof  does  not  show  whether  the  money  advanced  to  the 
defendants  (1)  was  "  capital  stock  of  said  corporation,"  (2) 
"  deposits  "  or  (8)  "  funds  accumulated  by  its  business."  The 
money  was  advanced  by  the  oflScers  of  said  company  over  its 
counter,  and  the  note  taken  upon  a  supposed  discount  thereof. 
The  company  was  in  the  habit,  and  did  prior  to  and  at  the 
time  of  this  discount,  of  discounting  short  paper  at  the 
counter.  The  officers  in  charge  so  operated  the  business. 
There  is  no  proof  of  any  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors 
authorizing  such  discounts.  The  plaintiff^  as  assignee,  became 
vested  with  the  note  and  assets  of  said  corporation.    The 
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complaint  coDtains  a  couDt  upon  the  note  and  its  indorBement ; 
also,  for  money  had  and  received.  The  defense  alleges  that 
the  corporation  had  no  rights  to  discoont  the  note,  to  rater 
into  the  transaction  of  discount  or  loan  set  out  in  die  oomplaiot. 

Daniel  Pratt^  for  plaintiff. 

Oecrge  M.  Kennedayy  for  defendants. 

Hardin,  J.  —  The  plaintifb,  as  assignees,  repres^it  the 
creditors  of  Ihe  corporation,  and  as  sach  take  all  the  assetB 
and  rights  of  the  corporation  existing  at  the  time  of  their 
appointment.  The  defendants  having  received  the  money 
upon  the  note,  now  insist  it  was  not  within  the  charter 
powers  of  the  company  to  take  the  note  by  way  of  discount- 
ing the  same  to  the  defendants.  The  defend^its  were  willing, 
at  the  time  they  presented  the  note  to  the  company's  officers 
and  asked  for  the  money  upon  it,  to  assume  and  act  as  though 
they  believed  the  officers  of  the  company  had  power  to  dis- 
count the  note.  It  is  highly  inequitable  to  allow  the  defend- 
ants, when  palled  upon  to  pay  back  the  money  to  make  good 
their  promise  made  at  the  time  of  the  loan,  to  insist  that  die 
company  exceeded  its  charter  powers  when  it  parted  with  its 
money.  Xhe  defense  assumes  that  the  corporation  had  no 
power  to  loan  money  upon  the  note  in  question.  The  act  of 
1868  incorporating  the  company,  declared  that  the  company 
shall  possess  the  general  powers  and  privileges,  and  be  subject 
to  the  liabilities  and  restrictions  contained  in  title  3  of  chapter 
18  of  the  first  part  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  so  far  as  appli- 
cable thereto. 

Section  1  of  the  third  title  of  the  Revised  Statutes  referred 
to  authorizes  corporations  "to  hold,  purchase  and  convey 
such  real  and  personal  estate  as  the  purposes  of  the  corpora- 
tion shall  require,  not  exceeding  the  amount  limited  in  its 
charter."  There  viras  no  proof  given  in  this  ease  that  the 
personal  estate  —  the  note  —  was  not  taken  within  the  pur- 
poses of  the  corporation,  and  was  not  required  to  invest  its 
deposits  or  to  invest  ^*  iunds  accumulated  by  its  business." 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  509 


Pratt  a^  Short 


Bnt  if  we  assume,  as  do  the  defendants,  that  the  discount- 
ing of  the  note  was  not  taken  as  an  investment  in  the 
enumerated  sections  referred  to  in  the  eleventh  section  of 
the  act,  then  it  becomes  important  to  determine. whether  it 
was  prohibited  from  taking  the  note. 

There  is  no  express  prohibition  in  the  act  of  1868. 

Section  3  of  the  third  title  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  pro- 
vides that  ^'  no  oorporation  shall  possess  or  exercise  any  cor- 
porate powers  except  such  as  shall  be  necessary  to  the  exercise 
of  the  powers  so  enumerated."  It  seems  one  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  this  corporation  was  to  receive  deposits  and  to 
keep  them  invested  in  a  particular  class  of  securities.  But  does 
such  limitation  apply  to  the  ^^  capital  stock"  of  the  corporation 
referred  to  in  the  first  part  of  section  11  of  the  act  of  1868? 

The  defendants  further  insist  that  section  4  of  article  8  of 
the  Constitution,  applied  to  this  corporation,  prohibits  it  from 
exercising  any  of  the  powers  of  a  corporation  for  "  banking 
pterposea.^^  But  considering  that  a  special  charter  could  not 
be  granted  under  the  Constitution  as  it  was  prior  to  the 
amendment  of  section  4  of  article  8,  in  1874,  does  it  follow 
that  the  .investment  by  the  corporation  organized  under  the 
act  of  1868  could  not  invest  "  its  capital "  in  good  "  securi- 
ties," even  though  they  were  of  no  higher  grade  than 
promissory  notes,  well  indorsed  ? 

But  if  we  proceed  with  the  assumption  made  by  the 
defendants,  that  the  corporation  was  not  authorized  to  loan 
upon  the  note  and  indorsement  in  suit,  does  it  follow  that 
the  defendants  can  successfully  raise  the  question  and  resist 
payment  t 

A  similar  defense  was  attempted  fifty  years  ago,  before  the 
chancellor,  in  HUver  Lake  Bank  agt.  North  (4  Johns.  Gh.^ 
870),  and  repudiated  by  the  chancellor.  It  was  there  claimed 
that  the  plaintifib  had  passed  the  bounds  of  their  charter  in 
taking  a  mortgage  upon  a  loan.  The  chancellor  said :  '^  If 
this  otsjection  was  strictly  true,  in  point  of  fact,  I  should  not 
readily  listen  to  it.    Perhaps  it  would  be  sufficient  for  this 
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case,  that  the  plaiDtiffs  are  a  dnly  incorporated  body, 
with  authority  to  contract  and  take  mortgagee  and  judg- 
ments, cmd  if  they  pass  the  exact  line  of  their  powa*,  it 
would  rather  belong  to  the  government  of  Pennsylvania 
to  exact  a  forfeiture  of  their  charter  than  for  this  court, 
in  a  collateral  way,  to  decide  a  question  of  misuser 
by  setting  aside  a  just  and  bona  fide  contract."  A  like 
defense  was  attempted  in  Glass  Compamy  agt.  Dewey 
(16  Mass.y  102).  The  court  said :  ^^  The  defendant  cannot 
resist  payment  on  this  ground,  but  the  legislature  may  enforce 
the  prohibition  by  causing  the  charter  to  be  revoked  when 
they  shall  determine  that  it  has  been  abused ;"  and  doubtful 
power  exercised  by  a  corporation  was  held  valid  in  Moss  agt. 
Bapie  Lead  Minvng  Company  (5  Hill^  137).  In  that  case 
judge  Bbonson  dissented,  but  complaining  of  it,  was  con- 
strained to  follow  it,  in  State  of  Indiana  agt.  Woram,  (6  BUl^ 
37).  Judge  Dehtk),  states  the  same  doctrine  in  Pat/mer  agt. 
Lawrence  (3  Sand,  S.  CI,  174),  says :  "  It  would  be  in  the 
highest  degree  inequitable  and  unjust  to  permit  him  to 
rescind  a  contract,  the  iunds  of  which  he  retains  and  can 
never  be  compelled  to  restore."  The  principle  was  asserted 
in  Steam  Namgaidon  Oompamy  agt.  Weed  (17  Barb.,  380). 
Sedgwick  on  Statutory  and  Oonstitutional  Law  {page  90) 
says :  That  the  invalidity  of  contracts  made  in  violation  of 
statutes  is  subject  to  the  equitable  exception  that  although  a 
corporation  in  making  a  contract  acts  in  disagreement  with 
its  charter  when  it  is  a  simple  question  of  capacity  or 
authority  to  contract.  Assuming  either  on  a  question  of 
regularity  of  organization  or  a  power  confirmed  by  its  charter, 
a  party  who  has  the  benefit  of  the  agreement  cannot  be  per- 
mitted, in  an  action  foimded  on  it,  to  question  its  validity.  It 
would  be  in  the  highest  degree  inequitable  and  unjust  to 
permit  the  defendant  to  repudiate  a  contract,  the  profit  of 
which  he  retains."  This  principle  is  cited  and  approved  by 
justice  SwAYNE,  in  Tovmship  of  P.  O,  agt.  TalcttU  (19  TFofl., 
678,  679).    This  principle  was  applied  by  me  two  years  ago 
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to  the  Skaneateles  Savings  Bank  cases,  against  a  borrower  who 
set  up  some  want  of  power  in  the  bank  to  take  notes,  and 
the  cases  were  sustained,  the  general  term  in  this  depart- 
ment affirming  judgments  in  favor  of  the  bank. 

Upon  another  ground  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover 
the  money  advanced  to  the  defendants. 

If  it  be  assumed,  as  is  the  argument  of  the  defendants,  that 
the  note  and  indorsement  were  void  when  taken  by  the  cor- 
poration, then  the  same  being  avoided  by  the  defendants,  the 
money  should  be  returned  to  the  lender  or  its  assignees,  for,  in 
equity,  the  money  should  never  have  been  taken  by  these 
defendants  upon  a  voidable  or  void  security.  The  action  for 
money  had  and  received  will  lie  under.such  circumstances. 
The  transaction  was  not  malum  in  ae  and  the  lender  may 
recover  {Tracy  agt.  Talmage^  14  N.  F.,  162;  The  Oneida 
Bank  agt.  The  Ontario  Bamk^  21  id.^  490).  The  last  case 
was  approved  by  Hunt,  J.,  in  Mayor  agt.  Ray  (19  TFizfl., 
484),  and  he  points  out  the  distiction  between  cases  ultra 
vires  and  cases  prohibited  by  law,  and  that  class  of  cases  where 
the  borrower  has  received  and  actually  retained  the  money. 
The  case  in  7  Wendell,  31,  cited  by  defendants,  shows  the 
defendants  did  not  have  any  of  the  money,  and,  therefore,  it 
differs  from  this  case.  In  case  19  Johnson  1,  the  court  at 
the  close  of  the  opinion  seems  to  favor  the  right  of  recovery  for 
money  had  and  i-eceived. 

For  the  power  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  assets  which 
have  been  improperly  parted  with  by  the  corporation,  see 
48  Barbour,  463 ;  and  5  Abbott  (iT.  8,\  9 ;  and  opinion  of 
GsoTEB,  J.,  Gillety  receiver^  agt.  Phelps  (13  Jf.  T.  [3  Kem'\y 
114);  act  of  1858,  chapter  314.  These  views  lead  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  defense  attempted  is  unavailing  here  to 
th^  defendants,  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  are  entitled 
to  recover  upon  the  note  and  the  amoimt  thereof  with  interest 
and  expenses  of  protest,  or  for  money  had  and  received,  to  the 
extent  advanced  by  the  corporation  to  the  defendant,  with 
interest  and  costs  of  this  action. 
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Samttel  H.  Randall  agt.  H.  Kingsland,  Leonard  &  Co. 

AUom^$fee$ — Btfermoe  —  Lanff  account. 

Plaintiff  mo^^  for  a  reference  of  an  issue  joined  upon  his  claim  for 
services  rendered  as  attorney  and  counsel  for  the  defendants.  His 
claim,  as  presented  by.  his  bin  of  particulars,  is  predicated  upon  almost 
daily  charges,  mainly  for  consultations  with  his  client  and  in  the  services 
rendered  in  this  employment,  thus  dividing  and  splitting  up  his  daim 
into  about  100  items,  which  is  alleged  to  constitute  a  long  account: 

Jfyidf  that  such  a  system  of  exacting  compensation  for  services  as  manag- 
ing attorney  in  any  particular  transaction,  unless  expressing  matter  of 
agreement  between  the  parties,  would  necessarily  result  in  a  great 
unfidmess,  as  enti^^ly  a  departure  from  any  just  estimate  of  the  vahie 
of  an  entire  service  in  an  entire  though  continuing  employment.  . 

SM,  also,  that  it  is  not  a  proper  case  for  a  reference.  The  aervices  rend- 
ered under  such  an  employment,  even  if  the  subject  of  charges  upon 
the  "  quantum  meruit "  for  each  instance  of  attention  given  to  it,  would, 
at  most,  partake  of  the  character  of  a  bill  of  goods  sold  and  ddirered 
under  the  same  order,  although  consisting  of  numerous  items  at  spedflc 
prices  delivered  at  [the  same  or  different  times.  The  whole  trans- 
action would  constitute  but  one  item  in  a  long  account. 

At  Chambers^  October^  1877. 

BoBiNSON,  J.  —  Plaintiff  moves  for  a  reference  of  an  ieeue 
joined  npon  his  claim  for  services  rendered  as  attorney  and 
oonnsel  for  the  defendants  in  some  four  or  five  different  trans- 
actions. As  to  the  subject  of  the  principal  of  these  demands 
in  which  plaintiff  claims  to  have  been  thus  engaged,  which 
appears  to  have  been  the  settlement  of  an  account  relating  to 
the  estate  of  Dr.  Eingsland,  and  which  progressed  during 
the  months  of  May,  June,  July  and  August,  1877,  the  plain- 
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tiff's  claim,  as  presented  by  his  bill  of  particulars,  is  predicated 
npon  almost  daily  charges,  mainly  for  consultations  with  his 
client  and  in  the  services  rendered  in  this  employment,  and 
he  divides  or  splits  up  his  clajm  into  about  100  items  and 
mainly  for  daily  consultations,*  &c. 

It  is  upon  such  a  bill  of  items  or  particulars,  alleged  to 
constitute  a  long  account,  that  this  motion  is  founded.  It 
may  well  be  that  an  attorney,  from  prudential  considerations, 
out  of  a  just  spirit  of  remembrance  of  his  services  and  of 
rendering  a  pi'ecise  charge  against  his  client,  and  having  due 
regard  to  the  time  occupied  in  his  service,  may  make  such 
constant  and  precise  entries  in  respect  to  them,  but  it  is  diflS- 
cult  to  conceive  that  while  engaged  in  such  an  entire  and 
continuous  employment  to  enable  a  client  to  effect  the  settle- 
ment of  an  account  in  which  he  is  interested,  how  the  attorney 
could,  with  any  justice,  split  up  his  charge  for  his  services 
into  items  of  fair  legal  individuality  for  each  time  that  he  saw 
or  conversed  with  his  client  on  the  subject,  or  each  occasion 
when  he  gave  the  matter  any  consideration,  or  saw  and  con- 
versed with  an  opposite  counsel  or  wrote  a  note  to  him  on  the 
subject.  Such  a  system  of  exacting  compensation  for  services 
as  managing  attorney  in  any  particular  transaction,  unless 
expressing  matter  of  agreement  between  the  parties,  would 
necessarily  result  in  great  unfairness,  as  entirely  a  departure 
fi'om  any  just  estimate  of  the  value  of  an  entire  service  in  an 
entire  though  continuing  employment. 

Physicians  may  well  make  charges  for  separate  visits  and 
an  attorney  for  each  separate  deed  drawn,  or  consultation  or 
service  rendered,  as  to  each  separate  transaction  in  which  he 
is  engaged  for  his  client ;  but  the  character  of  such  charges  as 
are  presented  by  the  plaintiff's  bill  of  particulars  of  counsel 
fees  for  consultation  with  client,  day  by  day,  in  such  an  employ- 
ment, if  not  entirely  unknown  to  the  profession,  is  so  unusual 
that  it  cannot  but  lead  to  the  suspicion  that  the  whole  array 
of  charges  was  designed  to  effect  some  ulterior  purpose.  So 
far  as  it  was  directed  to  procuring  its  recognition  as  furnish- 
VoL.  LIIL  65 
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ing  a  basis  for  a  claim  that  it  constituted  a  loDg  acconnt  and 
to  aid  in  an  application  for  a  reference  on  that  ground,  it  fails 
to  effect  any  such  object. 

The  services  rendered  under  such  an  employment  —  even 
if  the  subject  of  .charges  upon  the  qitanium  meruit  for  each 
instance  of  attention  giv^n  to  it  —  would,  at  most,  partake  of 
the  character  of  a  bill  of  goods  sold  and  delivered  under  the 
same  order,  although  consisting  of  numerous  items  at  specific 
prices,  delivered  at  the  same  or  different  times.  The  whole 
transaction  would  constitute  but  one  item  in  a  long  account. 
Even  if  the  claims  were  justly  sustainable  upon  any  such  sys- 
tem of  charges  for  every  incident  connected  with  the  contro- 
versy in  which  the  attorney's  attention  to  the  matter  was 
exacted  or  given  —  as  plaintiff  necessarily  is  the  main  vntnese 
to  establish  each  item  —  no  such  embarrassments  as  attend  a 
long  accounting  can,  in  this  case,  be  supposed  necessarily  to 
call  for  a  reference  to  relieve  the  court  from  a  protiyusted  trial 
before  a  jury ;  and  considering  the  character  of  the  claims 
made,  irrespective  of  other  considerations,  I  regard  that  mode 
of  trial  of  the  merits  of  the  demand  as  peculiarly  appropriate. 

Mati6n  for  reference  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs  to 
defendants  to  abide  the  result. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  matter  of  Nelson  A.  Gessnbb. 

Arreit  an  iDorrarU  of  police  magistroiU^-' Bjffecl  of  indictment  found  by  grand 
Jury  (tfter  examination  Tios  been  commenced  before  such  magistrate — Bail 
pending  examination. 

The  statute  which  defines  the  course  of  proceedings  before  a  police  magis- 
trate or  other  officer  authorized  to  issue  a  wfUrant  for  the  arrest  and 
apprehension  of  criminal  offenders  (3  R.  8.  [5th  ed,],  page  993,  <S:c.),  is 
mandatory  in  all  its  requirements.  A  duty  is  thereby  devolved  upon 
the  officer  who  issues  the  warrant,  which  he  must  discharge. 

When  the  prisoner  is  brought  before  the  magistrate  by  the  warrant  which 
he  issues  upon  a  proper  complaint  and  supported  by  evidence,  he  is 
commanded  (the  word  used  in  the  statute  is  "shall")  to  "  proceed,  as 
soon  as  may  be,  to  examine  the  complainant  and  the  witnesses  produced 
in  support  of  the  prosecution  on  oath,  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner, 
in  regard  to  the  offense  charged  and  in  regard  to  any  other  matter^  con- 
nected with  such  charge  which  such  magistrate  shall  deem  pertinent." 
The  magistrate  must  reach  a  conclusion  whether  there  is  or  is  not  proba- 
ble cause  for  charging  the  prisoner  with  the  crime. 

A.  bill  of  indictment  found  by  a  grand  jury  against  a  prisoner  after  an 
examination  has  been  commenced  before  a  magistrate  authorized  to 
issue  a  warrant  of  arrest,  is  not  expressly  declared  to  be  a  supersedeas  of 
the  powers  and  duties  of  the  magistrate,  and  it  is  not  so  inconsistent  with 
a  continuance  thereof  as  so  to  operate  by  necessary  implication,  nor  can 
a  warrant  issued  upon  it  take  the  prisoner  from  the  jurisdiction  of  such 
magistrate  until  his  statute  duties  have  been  fulfilled. 

The  power  to  admit  a  prisoner  to  bail  pending  an  examination  before  a 
police  justice  is,  by  the  act  of  1876  {chapter  21),  conferred  upon  the 
magistratOibefore  whom  the  proceedings  are  being  held. 

New  York  Chambers^  September^  1877. 

Pbooeedingb  by  habeas  cor  pits  to  inqnire  into  the  cause  of 
the  detention  of  Gesener. 
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John  Ghraham  and  C,  Bainbridge  Smith  for  prisoner* 
Mr,  Herring  and  Wm.  V.  Lea/ry  for  people. 

Webtbbook,  J.  —  To  the  writ  of  habeas  oorpus  issned  and 
served  npon  bim,  the  warden  of  the  city  prison  returns  that 
he  holds  the  prisoner,  Nelson  A.  Gessner,  under  two  warrants 
of  commitment,  one  of  Patrick* G.  Duffj,  a  police  magistrate 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  committing  said  Gessner  pending 
an  examination  upon  a  complaint  charging  him  with  the 
crime  of  forgery,  and  the  other  a  bench  warrant  from  the 
court  of  sessions  of  the  county  of  New  York,  issued  npon  an 
indictment  found  by  the  grand  jury  of  said  court,  and 
accusing  him  of  the*same  crime. 

The  proof  sliows  that  on  the  22d  day  of  August,  1877,  a 
complaint  was  made  to  the  said  Mr.  Justice  Duffy,  charg- 
ing the  prisoner  with  forging  and  uttering  a.  check  upon 
the  Third  National  Bank  of  New  York,  bearing  date  Decem- 
ber 8,  1876,  purporting  to  be  made  by  Winslow,  Lanier 
&  Co.,  for  the  sum  of  $26,668.75,  and  payable  to  the  order 
of  H.  C.  Friedman  &  Co.  Upon  this  charge  a  warrant  was 
issned,  and  the  pi*isoner  was  brought  before  the  justice.  On 
the  thirtieth  day  of  August  the  examination  before  the  magis- 
trate was  commenced,  and,  against  the  protest  of  the  prisoner's 
counsel,  such  examination  was  postponed  from  said  day 
(Thursday)  to  the  following  Monday  morning.  The  adjourn- 
ftient  was  made  at  the  request  of  Mr.  Herring,  the  assistant 
district  attorney,  who  represented  the  people  before  the 
magistrate.  On  Monday  morning  the  prisoner  and  his  coun- 
sel again  appeared  before  the  justice,  when  Mr.  Leary,  abo 
an  assistant  of  tlie  district  attorney,  asked,  on  account  of  the 
alleged  official  duties  of  Mr.  Herring,  a  further  a<fjournmeut 
of  the  examination  until  the  afternoon  of  that  day.  Although 
the  prisoner's  counsel  objected,  the  application  was  granted, 
the  justice  declaring,  however,  that  he  would  then  continue 
the  examination  ^'  as  long  as  it  was  sunlight,  and  go  on  from 
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day  to  day  until  it  was  finished."  To  the  suggestion  of  the 
prisoner's  counsel  that  it  was  understood  the  examination 
should  go  on  in  the  afternoon,  Mr.  Leary  assented.  At  three 
o'clock,  p.  M.,  or  a  little  after,  the  magistrate  took  his  seat, 
the  prisoner  and  his  counsel  being  present,  when  Mr.  Herring 
stated  that  "  a  bill  had  been  found  by  the  grand  jury,  and 
that  ended  the  po^er  of  the  justice."  The  justice  coincided 
in  the  view  so  iar  as  to  deliver  over  the  prisoner  to  the  officer 
having  the  bench  warrant,  and  finally,'  on  the  urgent  appli- 
cation of  the  prisoner's  counsel,  adjourned  the  examination 
before  him  to  the  twenty -eighth  of  September,  instant,  to  give 
them  an  opportunity  to  relieve  the  prisoner  from  the  arrest 
ander  the  bench  warrant  issued  by  the  court  of  sessions. 
Upon  the  return  of  Mr.  justice  Duffy  to  the  writ  of  certiorari^ 
the  return  of  the  warden  of  the  city  prison  to  the  writ  of 
habeas  cSrpue^  and  the  evidence  taken  upon  this  hearing, 
from  which  the  foregoing  facts  appear,  the  prisoner's  counsel 
ask,  not  that  the  prisoner  should  be  discharged  from  all 
custody,  but  that  he  should  be  relieved  from  imprisonment 
under  the  bench  warrant,  in  order  that  the  justice  who  issued 
the  other  commitment,  under  which  the  prisoner  is  detained, 
can  proceed  with  the  examination  begun  before  him,  as  the 
statute,  according  to  the  claim  of  prisoner's  counsel,  directs. 
The  relief  which  the  prisoner  asks  depends  upon  the  effect, 
if  any,  which  an  indictment  found,  after  an  examination  has 
been  commenced  before  a  magistrate,  has  upon  such  a 
proceeding. 

The  course  of  pi*ocedure  before  an  officer  authorizecl  to 
issue  a  warrant  for  the  arrest  and  apprehension  of  criminal 
offenders  is  clearly  defined  by  statute  (3  R.  S.  [5th  ed,\ 
998,  i&c).  When  the  prisoner  is  brought  before  him  by  the 
warrant,  which  he  issues  upon  a  proper  complaint  and  sup- 
ported by  evidence,  he  is  commanded  (the  word  used  in 
statute  is  *'  shall ")  to  "  proceed  as  soon  as  may  be  to  examine 
the  complainant  and  the  \vitnesses  produced  in  support  of  the 
prosecution,  on  oath,   in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  in 


518  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Matter  of  Gessner. 


regard  to  the  offense  charged^  and  in  regard  to  any  other 
matters  connected  with  such  charge,  which  such  magistrate 
shall  deem  pertinent  **  (3  R.  S.  \}Sih  ed.\  995,  sec.  14).  Pro- 
vision is  then  made  for  the  examination  of  the  prisoner  and 
for  the  presence  of  counsel  in  his  behalf,  and  it  is  then  {sec. 
17)  declared,  "  after  the  examination  of  the  prisoner  is  com- 
pleted, his  witnesses,  if  he  have  any,  shall  be  sworn  and 
examined,  and  he  may  have  the  assistance  of  counsel  in  such 
examinarion."  After  giving  various  other  directions  touch- 
ing the  proceeding,  by  sections  20  and  21,  the  magistrate 
must  reach  a  conclusion  whether  there  is  or  is  not  probable 
cause  for  charging  the  prisoner  with  the  crime ;  and  if  he 
thinks  there  is  not,  he  must  discharge  the  prisoner ;  but  if  he 
thinks  there  is,  he  "  shall  bind  by  recognizance  the  prosecutor 
and  all  the  material  witnesses  against  such  prisoner,  to  appear 
and  testify  at  the  next  court  having  cognizance  of  the  offense, 
and  in  which  the  prisoner  may  be  indicted." 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  statute  is  mandatory  in  all  its 
requirements.  A  duty  is  thereby  devolved  upon  the  oflBcer 
who  issues  the  warrant,  which  he  must  discharge.  No  per- 
son, after  a  complaint  is  made  and  warrant  issued,  so  repre- 
sents the  people  as  to  be  able  to  withdraw  the  proceeding  and 
the  complaint.  The  magistrate  is  directed  to  do  certain 
things,  and  he  must  do  them,  unless  some  statute  direction 
relieving  him  from  their  performance  can  be  found.  The 
counsel  for  the  people  do  not  claim  that  there  is  any  express 
provision  of  our  statute  law  which  makes  the  finding  of  an 
indictment  a  supersedeas  of  the  powers  and  duties  of  the 
magistrate ;  but  they  argue  because  a  grand  jury  can  indict, 
it  follows  that  the  magistrate  cannot  further  proceed.  If  the 
indictment  is  conceded  to  be  regular,  it  is  not  seen  how  the 
ftirther  conclusion  follows.  It  is  true,  that  the  discharge  of 
the  prisoner  by  the  magistrate  is  no  bar  to  an  indictment,  but 
the  ^ect  of  the  decision,  when  made,  and  even  its  confessed 
Qselessness,  if  that  be  conceded,  does  not  and  cannot  absolve 
a  magistrate  from  doing  what  the  law  in  plain  terms  declares 
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he  must  do.    To  all  arguments  founded  upon  the  alleged 
unprofitableness  of  the  examination  after  an  indictment  is 
found,  it  is  answered  that  courts  and   magistrates  cannot 
excuse  themselves  from  complying  with  statute   mandates 
because,  in  their  opinions,  such  requirements  can  lead  to  no 
practical  good.     The  needlessness  of  a  continuance  of  an 
examination  after  indictment  is,  however,  not  conceded ;  but, 
on  the  contrary,  its  completion  is  deemed  a  most  valuable  and 
substantial  right  of  the  accused.    By  it  he  will  be  informed  as 
to  the  evidence  and  witnesses  by  which  and  whom  the  charge 
is  to  be  substantiated,  the  value  of  which  information  even  the 
unprofessioDal  mind  can  plainly  see,  and  of  which  the  procure- 
ment of  th^  bill  of  indictment  was  designed  to  deprive  him. 
Conceding,  then,  the  mandatory  terms  of  the  statutes  under 
"which  Mr.  justice  Duffy  was  acting  when  his  proceedings 
were  arrested  by  the  service  of  the  bench  warrant  from  the 
court  of  sessions,  it  follows  that  the  stoppage  of  sjich  exami- 
nation was  unauthorized  and  illegal.    That  an  ofScial  duty 
once  begun,  which  the  plain  terms  of  the  written  law  require 
to  be  contiaued  up  to  a  certain  result,  must  be  so  continued, 
is  too  clea^  for  argument.    It  is  equally  clear  that  he  who  is 
so  chargec  with  ofScial  duty  h^s  full  power  to  execute  and 
discharge  I  it,   and    he  must   so   execute  and    discharge  it. 
If   he  mist,   then   how  can   any  court,  or  process  issued 
thereby,  arrest  his  action  and   deprive   him  of  his  juris- 
dictioD,  unless  the  right  so  to  do  is  expressly  or  by  necessary 
implication  conferred  ?    The  finding  of  a  bill  of  indictment 
by  a  grand  jury  is  certainly,  as  conceded,  not  an  express 
supersedeas  of  the  examination  by  the  magistrate,  and  it  is 
not  so  irconsistent  with  a  continuance  thereof  as  so  to  operate 
by  necessary  implication.     For  these  reasons,  hastily  penned, 
the  prifoner.  Nelson  A.  Gtessner,  must  be  relieved  from  the 
imprisoument  on  the  bench  warrant  and  remanded  to  the 
custodj  of  the   warden  upon  the  warrant  of  Mr.  justice 
DijFFT,  to  the  end  that  such  magistrate  may  discharge  the 
duty  devolved  upon  him  by  law. 
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Tliis  conclusion  which  has  been  reached  is  more  than  sus- 
tained by  the  learned  opinion  of  that  most  eminent  jnrist, 
the  late  judge  Edmonds,  In  the  Matter  of  Samuel  Drury  and 
Samuel  Drwry^  Jr,^  a  copy  of  which  has  been  furnished  to 
me.  That  judge  held  that  an  indictment  procured  pending 
an  examination  was  '^  irr^nlar  and  void/'  because  when  thus 
obtained  it  was  "  in  fraud  of  the  law.''  Without  going  tathe 
extent  of  holding,  as  judge  Edmonds  did,  that  the  indictment 
found  against  Gessner  should  be  quashed  by  the  court  having 
jurisdiction  over  it,  it  is  held  that  a  warrant  issued  upon  it 
cannot  take  the  prisoner  from  the.  jurisdiction  of  Mr.  justice 
Duffy,  until  his  statute  duties  have  been  fulfilled.  No 
reported  case  has  been  produced  (whilst  some  exist  denying 
the  propriety  of  a  motion  to  quash  an  indictment,  because 
found  pending  an  examination)  which  decides  that  an  indict- 
ment found  arrests  the  magistrate's  proceedings. 

In  the  absence  of  any  such  case,  my  own  convictions  must 
be  followed,  which  are  entirely  clear,  and  lead  me  to  the  cou- 
clusion  already  announced.  By  the  course  which  has  been 
directed,  every  right  of  the  people  is  preserved,  atd  it  is  but 
just,  that  every  fair  and  legitimate  opportunity  of  defense 
which  the  law  affords  should  be  given  to  the  accu&ed.  It  is 
true  the  guilty  should  be  punished,  but  to  do  so,  'iie  legal 
safeguards,  which  oftentimes  shield  the  innocent,  should  not 
be  broken  down,  that  summary  punishment  may  be  inflicted 
in  accordance  with  popular  clamor  or  the  fiery  zeal  tf  inter- 
ested accusers. 

Application  has  also  been  made  to  this  court  to  adnit  the 
prisoner  to  bail  pending  the  examination  before  Mr.  justice 
Duffy,  which  it  has  been  held  must  proceed.  The  act  of 
1876  {chap.  21)  confers  that  power  upon  the  magistrate,  and 
it  is  the  ouly  one,  so  far  as  I  have  discovered,  which  provides 
for  bail  pending  the  examination.  The  provisions  of  lection 
58,  of  page  879  of  3  Revised  Statutes  {hth  ed.\  applf  only 
to  the  ease  of  a  party  "  legally  committed  for  any  crminal 
offense/'   (meaning   a  commitment   at\er  examination^  and 
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those  of  section  31,  page  1001,  of  same  volame,  to  those  eases 
in  which  then  existing  statutes  provided  for  bail.  Withoat 
formally  deciding  that  this  ooml  is  withoat  power  to  bail  the 
prisoner,  it  is  better,  as  the  power  of  the  magistrate  in  this 
respect  is  undoubted,  to  confide  that  duty  to  Mr.  justice 
DuFFT*  In  its  exercise  he  will  not  forget  that  the  ^*  bill  of  « 
rights "  of  our  state  expressly  declares  that  "  excessive  bail 
x>ught  not  to  be  required."  It  is  conceded  that  the  crim6  of 
which  the  prisoner  is  accused  is  that  of  forgery  in  the  third 
degree,  and  whilst  no  dictation  is  made  to  him  as  to  his  duty, 
it  is  assumed  that  it  will  be  so  discharged  as  to  protect  the 
people,  and  yet  not  be  oppressive  and  unjust  to  the  accused. 
Vol.  LIIL  66 


I    . 


ERRATUM. 


In  the  C98e  of  Haijfe9  agt.  Buekley  (ante,  page  178)  in  place  of  ^R  D. 
Jones'*  read  '*R.  O.  Jones,"  and  on  page  186, .thirteenth  line  from  bot- 
tom, for  *'Terdiot"  read  *'judffmerU.'\ 
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DIGEST 

OOMTAINnie  THB  WHOLB  OF 

63  HoW.y  ANTEy  AND    QUESTIONS   OF  PRACTICE    CONTAINED 
IN  10  HUNy  AND  64  AND  66  N.  Y,   REPORTS. 


ACCOUNTING. 

!•  There  is  no  power  to  deprive  a 
creditor  of  tbe  right  to  demand 
and  insist  upon  an  aecoiml  being 
rendered  by  an  assi^ee  under  the 
state  law.  (Matter  of  Herman ,  ante, 
877.) 

2.  The  answer  of  the  assignee  that 
after  the  assignment  a  petition  had 
been  filed  in  bankruptcy^  and  a 
composition  effected  by  tne  assign- 
or, whereupon  he  surrendered  to 
them  the  assigned  estate,  presents 
no  reason  why  he  should  not  be 
required   to  render  his  account. 

8.  The  creditors,  by  virtue  of  the 
assignment  and  its  acceptance  by 
the  assignee,  acquired  certain 
vested  rights  in  the  assigned  estate, 
of  which  they  could  not  be  divest- 
ed by  the  bankruptcy  proceedings. 
{Id,) 

4.  They  could  only  be  divested  of 
these  rights  either  by  a  bill  in 
equity,  or  by  their  consent  in  the 
resolution  of  the  creditors  accept- 
ing the  composition  that  the 
assigned  estate  should  be  returned 
to  the  assignor.     (Id,) 

5.  Although  the  petitioning  credi- 
tors presented  their  claims  and 
proofs  of  claims  before  the  register 
in  bankruptcy,  and  appeared  dur- 
ing the  examination  and  proceed- 
ing before  the  register,  the  right  to 
an  accounting  is  not  affected  there- 
by.   (Id,) 


When  action  maintainable  for,  under 
resulting  trust.  (See  Helms  agt 
QoodwiU,  64  N.  Y,  [Mem,],  642.) 

r 

ACCOUNT  STATED. 

1.  Where  the  complaint  is  so  framed 
that  the  plaintiff  must  recover,  if 
at  all,  upon  an  account  stated,  al- 
though a  number  of  items  entered 
into  such  account,  an  order  of  re- 
ference is  unauthorized.  (Bowed 
agt  Oile6^  ante,  244.) 

2.  The  only  proof  necessary  or  prop- 
er in  such  a  case  must  relate  simply 
to  and  must  establish  the  liquida- 
tion and  settlement  of  the  amoimt 
of  defendants'  liability  at  the  date 
when  such  statement  and  settle- 
ment are  claimed  to  have  been 
made.    (Id,) 

8.  The  case  does  not  require  the 
*' examination'*  of  the  account 
containing  the  items  which  entered 
into  such  account,  thus  alleged  to 
have  been  stated  and  settled,  but 
only  the  determination  of  the  issue 
as  to  whether  such  account  was  or 
was  not  stated  and  settled  in  the 
manner  and  to  the  extent  alleged 
in  the  complaint    (Id,) 


ACTION. 

1.  Iq  an  action  between  partners,  in 
order  to  justi^  a  recovery  in 
favor  of  the  plamtiff  for  any  *^  spe- 
cific sum  "  there  should  have  been 
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a  balance  struck,  or  agreed  upon, 
as  due  from  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff.  (Oocert  Agi.  Henneberger^ 
ante^  1.) 

2.  An  action  for  such  balance  can- 
not be  connected  with  an  action 
for  ^*an  accmmting,*''  unless  tbore 
be  in  the  complaint  appropriate 
allegations.    (Td. ) 

8.  The  court  is  justified  in  looking 
at  the  prayer  for  relief  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  plaintiffs  view  of 
his  own  cause  of  action.    {Id.) 

4.  To  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  maintain 
an  action  against  the  sureties  on  an 
undertaking  given  in  pursuance  of 
section  348  of  the  Code  for  the 
purposewof  an  appeal,  notice  of 
entry  of  the  order  or  judgment 
affirming  the  judgment  appealed 
from  must  be  served  upon  the  ad- 
verse party  ten  davs  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action. 
(Axeagt.  JTarieau,  anUy  25.) 

5.  The  commencement  of  the  action 
before  the  lapse  of  ten  days  i^r 
notice,  is  fatal  to  the  recovery. 
(Id,) 

6.  This  notice,  like  all  other  notices 
required  by  the  Code,  must  he 
given  in  writing,  and  must  be  so 
explicit  as  plainly  to  give  the  in- 
formation required  by  the  statute. 
(Id.) 

7.  The  decision  upon  an  appeal 
taken  by  the  principal  can,  in  no 
way,  be  effectually  decided  or  dis- 
pose of  by  an  **  order,"  but  only 
by  a  judgment  of  affirmance  duly 
perfected.    {Fd.) 

8.  An  order  is  but  a  decision  upon 
a  motion,  and  is  expressly  dis- 
tin^ished  from  a  judgment  which 
is  deflned  as  the  fineu  determina- 
tion of  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
A  judgment  is  to  be  entered  in  the 
judgment  book  and  perfected  by 
the  filing  of  a  judgment  roll  from 
which  the  right  of  appeal  from  a 
Judgment  would  begin  to  run.  (M,) 


9.  Notice  of  the  ind^gment  so  per- 
fected is  the  noUce  required  by 
the  statute  (Code,  tec.  348)  to  be 
served  on  the  adverse  party  ten 
days  before  the  commencement  of 
the  action  on  the  undertaking. 
(Id.) 

10.  An  action  or  bill  in  equity  may 
be  maintained  against  a  corpora- 
tion, on  behalf  of  a  holder  of  its 
stock,  to  compel  a  transfer  to  him 
by  the  company  on  its  books. 
(Vuehman  agt.  TJuiyer  Manf.  Jete- 
elry  Co.,  ante,  60.) 

11.  A  court  of  equity,  in  a  proper 
case,  may  decree  tlie  transfers  of 
shares  of  stock  on  the  books  of  the 
company.    (Id.) 

12.  The  customary  action  by  a  party 
ii^ured  by  the  refusal  of  a  cor- 
poration to  make  transfer  to  him, 
is  an  action  at  law  for  damage 
in  which  he  is  entitled  to  recover 
its  full  market  valiib.    (Id.) 

18.  But  where  the  shares  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  a  corporation  have  no 
market  value  upon  which  an  assess- 
ment of  damages  in  an  action  at 
law  could  be  based,  their  value 
depending  upon  the  future  opera- 
tions of  the  company,  the  com- 
pany having  it  m  their  power  to 
suspend  its  operations  in  toto  so  as 
to  make  the  stock  of  no  value,  and 
thus  decrease  the  law  damage  to 
a  mere  trifle,  the  capital  stodc  be- 
ing limited  and  not  easily,  if  at 
all,  procurable  in  the  mariset,  the 
transfer  of   the  shares  owned  by 

Elaintiff  being  effected  in  fraud  o{ 
er  rights  by  her  husband  and 
one  Beales,  the.  transferee,  and 
made  on  the  books  of  the  com- 
pany by  the  officers  of  the  com- 
pany in  bad  faith,  the  original  cer- 
tificates not  being  produced  nor 
properly  accounts  for,  and  the 
transfer  being  made  to  one  of  the 
officers  of  the  company: 

Held,  that  the  equitable  power 
of  the  court  may  be  invokKl  and 
the  company  compelled  to  trans- 
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fer  the  aharee  of  stock  to  plaintiffs 
on  their  books.    (Id,) 

14  A  widow  can  maintain  an  ac- 
tion to  obtain  a  construction  of 
her  husband's  wiH  {KekUas  agt. 
KeieUas^  ante,  65.) 

15.  Certain  lands  of  the  plaintiff  with 
the  buildings  thereon,  were,  by 
statute,  exempt  from  taxation, 
the  same  being  used  exclusively 
for  public  worship. 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  could 
maintain  an  action  in  'equity  to 
set  aside  a  tax  imposed  thereon, 
and  a  sale  made  for  its  non-pay- 
ment, no  deed  having  been  exe- 
cuted to  the  purchaser,  the  in- 
validity of  the  tax  not  appearing 
on  the  face  of  the  assessment,  but 

•  required  to  be  established  by  ex- 
trinsic facts.  (Cangregaiion  Shaarai 
TephUa  agU  Mayor,  dsc^  ants,  %Vi.) 

16*  Where  a  party  brings  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  action,  he 
waives  a  tortious  receiving  or 
withholding  the  money,  {fiopen 
agt.  Orawfordy  aiUe,  278.) 

17.  The  character  of  the  action  is 
determined  by  the  complaint,  and 
not  by  the  form  of  the  summons. 
(Id,) 

18.  An  aIle|ration  that  the  defendant 
**  received  the  money  as  an  attor- 
ney at  law/'  does  not  necessarily 
make  his  refusal  to  pay  over 
wrongful.  He  mav  still  have  a 
valid  ground  for  holding  on  to  the 
money.  To  have  that  effect,  it 
must  be  alleged  that  he  wrong- 
fully withholds  the  money.     (Id.) 

19.  To  an  action  brought  against  an 
attorney  at  law  for  moneys  re- 
ceived oy  him  as  such,  he  may  set 
up  by  wa^  of  counter-claim  a  de- 
mand in  his  favor  against  the  plain- 
tiff for  services  rendered.    (Id.) 

20.  Where  a  husband,  having  ob- 
tained from  his  wue,  by  fraud 
and  duress,  a  confession,  in  writ- 


ing, that  she  had  committed  adul- 
tery, oommenced  an  ^tion  a^nst 
her  for  divorce  upon  the  ground 
of  adultery  : 

Held,  in  an  action  by  the  wife 
to  restrain  the  use  of  such  con- 
fession in  said  divorce  action,  that 
it  would  be  so  great  an  injustice 
to  allow  the  defendant  to  use  as 
evidence  a  confession  obtained 
imder  such  circumstances  that  a 
court  of  equity  must  interfere. 

•Held,  also,  that  the  wife  has 
such  an  interest  in  this  confes- 
sion that  she  can  maintain  an  ac- 
tion to  restrain  its  use  in  this  way. 
She  has  the  same  interest  in  this 
confession  that  she  would  have  in 
any  letter  which  might  be  written 
by  her,  and  she  could  maintain 
an  action  to  restrain  the  improper 
publication  of  any  letters  which 
she  might  have  written.  (CaUen- 
der  agt.  Callerider,  afUe,  864.) 


ADJOURNMENT. 

1.  A  judge  or  referee  in  supplemen- 
tary proceedines  has  the  power  of 
adjournment  the  same  as  a  master 
in  chancery  had  when  acting 
under  an  order  for  the  examina- 
tion of  a  debtor  in  a  creditor's 
suit,  and  he  may  adjourn  the  pro- 
ceedings from  time  to  time,  even 
though  the  debtor  to  be  examined 
refuses  to  consent  thereto.  (Kauf- 
man agt.  Thranher,  10  Hun,  488.) 


ADMISSIONS  AND  DECLARA- 
TIONS. 

1.  Whei-e,  upon  the  trial  of  an  ac- 
tion, a  plaintiff  desires  to  avail 
himself  of  an  admission  or  aver- 
ment contained  in  an  answer,  he 
must  accept  the  admission  or 
averment  as  an  entirety;  he  can- 
not except  a  portion  of  such 
admission  or  averment  and  reject 
the  remainder.  (Qoodyeckr  agt.  Be 
La  Vergne,  10  Hun,  587.) 


S. 


The  declarations  of  a  principal, 
made  subsequent   to  the  act  to 
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which  they  relate,  and  not  as  part 
of  the  retffettm^  are  not  competent 
eyidence  against  his  surety.  (Witch 
agt  Elkins,  65  N.  Y.,  430.) 


AFFIDAVITS. 

1.  To  give  proceediivgs  for  the  fore- 
closure or  a  mortgage  by  adver- 
tisement under  the  statute  (2  M, 
8.y  6^,etS6g,)  any  validity,  service 
of  notice  of  foreclosure  and  sale 
upon  the  mortgagor,  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  by  the  statute  ($m. 
8),  is  absolutely  necessary;  ana  to 
give  the  affidfavit  of  service  re- 
quired by  the  statute  (sec,  10),  or  its 
record  or  a  certified  copy  thereof, 
the  effect  of  presumptive  evidence 
($ec.  12),  it  must  show  such  service. 
(Mawry  agt  Sanbojm,  65  JV.  F., 
581.) 

2.  In  an  action  of  ejectment  wherein 
the  plaintiff  claimed  title  under  a 
statutory  foreclosure,  the  affidavit 
of  service  of  notice  upon  the  mort- 
gagor was  to  the  effect  that  it  was 
served  by  mail,  addressed  to  him 
at  S.,  where,  **  as  deponent  is  in- 
formed and  believes,*'  he  at  the 
time  resided,  held  (Earx.,  C.  ,  dis- 
senting), that  the  affidavit  did  not 
furnish  presumptive  evidence  of 
service  ;  that  to  have  that  effect 
the  affidavit  must  be  of  a  person 
who  speaks  from  personal  knowl- 
edge. Mere  information  and  belief 
is  msufficient    (Id.) 


AMEISTDMENT. 

1.  After  issue  joined,  hi  an  action 
brought  to  recover  the  possession 
of  personal  property,  the  plaintiff 
died,  and  thereafter  the  action  was 
revived  in  the  name  of  his  widow, 
as  executrix.  Upon  the  trial,  it 
appeared  that  the  husband  had  no 
title  to  the  property,  but  that  the 
same  was  owned  by  the  virife  in 
her  own  right.  Held^  that  the 
court  had  no  power  to  amend  the 
summons  and  complaint  by  strik- 


ing out  the  word  '*  executrix,*'  and 
thus  allow  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
by  virtue  of  her  own  title  to  the 
property.  (PhiOipi  agt  MdnOe, 
10  Nun,  1110 

2.  In  allowing  amendments  to  ans- 
wers, the  court  does  not  now  re- 
gard the  character  of  the  defense 
sought  to  be  interposed.  Accord- 
ingly, held,  that  an  ord«r  allowing 
an  answer  to  be  amended  by  set- 
ting up  the  defense  of  usury  was 
properly  granted,  and  should  be 
affirmed.  (Ba/rheU  agt.  Meyer,  10 
Hun,  100.) 


ANSWER 

1.  It  seem*^  a  motion  to  strike  out  mat- 
ter in  an  answer  as  irrelevant  and 
redundant  should  be  granted 
where  the  whole  ir  but  matter  of 
evidence,  and  cannot  be  regarded 
as  any  approach  to  a  matter  of 
pleading.  (Bangs  agt.  Ocean  Na- 
tional &,nJc,  anU,  51.) 

2.  Where  a  plaintiff  does  not  reply 
to  an  answer  setting  up  counter- 
claims, it  is  an  admissicm  that  th^ 
were  due  and  owing  by  piainti^ 
and  the  d^endant  may  avaU  him- 
self of  such  admission.  (Randolph 
agt.  Mayor,  dbe,,  of  N,  7".,  ani«, 
68.) 

3.  But  the  defendant  waives  this 
advantage  if  he  goes  into  proof 
of  the  oounter-dlalin,  and  by  such 
proof  i^ows  that  it  ooold  not  prop- 
erly have  been  set  off  against 
pliunttff's  demand.    (Id) 

4.  Where  the  answer  sets  up  by  way 
of  counter-claim  certain  transac- 
tions of  pUintiflk  with  the  defend- 
ant and  his  copartner,  who  is 
not  a  party  to  the  action,  a  de- 
murrer to  the  answer  will  be  sus- 
tained. (BaXdufin  agt  Berrian, 
anU,^l.) 

5.  Action  brought  upon  a  LoiMana 
judgment  obtainea  in  1861^  upon 
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an  attachment  of  defendant's  real 
property,  the  "citation,"  i.  «., 
summons,  having  been  served  at 
the  defendant's  domicile  in  de- 
fendant's absence.  The  answer 
here  set  up  :  First.  A  general 
denial  of  the  iudgment  (on  infor- 
mation and  belief).  Second.  Lack 
of  personal  service  of  process  on 
defendant.  Third.  That  defendant 
never  appeared  in  person  or  by 
attorney  in  the  Louisiana  action, 
nor  litigated  nor  defended  the 
same  either  in  person  or  by  attor- 
nev,  nor  did  he  have  any  know- 
ledge of  the  Louisiana  suit  until 
long  after  the  iudgment.  Fourth. 
Jma  debet. 

Held,  that  the  answer,  as  a  plea 
in  bar,  is  fatally  defective.  In 
order  to  make  the  answer  suffi- 
cient, there  should  have  been 
added  to  it  allegations  showing 
that  the  defendant  was  not  domi- 
ciled in  Louisiana  or  subject  to 
the  laws  of  that  state,  or  that  the 
judgment  is  not  binding  there,  or 
that  it  is  contrary  to  natnral  justice. 
(Cas9idy  agt.  Leeteh,  ante,  J 05.) 

6.  A  foreign  judgment  rendered 
against  a  citizen  of  the  state  in 
which  it  is  pronounced,  stands  on 
a  very  different  footing  from  a 
foreign  judraient  against  one  who 
owed  no  allegiance  to,  and  was 
not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  state  in  which  it  was  rendered. 
{Id.) 

7.  In  an  action  by  an  incorporated 
bank,  where  the  complaint  con- 
tains no  allegation  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  a  corporation,  or  entitled  to 
sue  as  such,  the  objection  is  prop- 
erly taken  by  answer.  {National 
Bank  cf  Utica  agt  WeUs,  ante,  242.) 

8.  A  demurrer  can  only  be  inter- 
posed where  it  anirmatively 
appears  upon  the  face  of  the  com- 
plaint that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
legal  capacity  to  sue.    (Id.) 

9.  When  a  defendant  demurs  to  a 
complaint  npon  the  ground  that  It 
does  not  state  fEU^ts  sufficient  to 


constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and 
afterwards  answers^the  complaint, 
the  answer  is  a  waiver  of  the  de- 
murrer. (Musgrace  agt.  Webiter, 
ante,  867.) 

See  Assignee. 

Matter  of  Herman,  cmie,  ^11. 

10.  An  objection  that  the  necessary 
parties  are  not  before  the  court 
must  be  raised  by  the  answer.  If 
not  so  raised  it  must  be  deemed 
waived,  and  cannot  be  urged  upon 
a  motion  to  vacate  an  injunction. 
(Astie  agt.  Leeming,  ante,  897.) 


ANTI-NUPTLA.L  AGREEMENT. 

1*.  Where,  after  marriage,  the  hus- 
band paid  the  interest  on  a  mort- 
gage on  the  separate  property  of 
his  wife,  and  for  its  benefit,  in  pur- 
suance of  an  agreement  between 
them  before  marriage,  that  if  he 
occupied  a  portion  of  her  prem- 
ises after  marriage,  as  an  office  for 
his  t)U8iness  as  a  physician,  he 
would  pay  interest  on  the  mort- 
gage in  lieu  of  rent. 

Held,  that  the  agreement  was 
valid,  and  that  the  paj^ment  was 
not  in  fraud  of  the  creditor^  of  the 
husband.  {OdeU  agt.  MyUns^  ante, 
250.) 

2.  An  ante-nuptial  contract  of  a 
woman  that  she  will  not  claim  her 
dower  in  the  event  of  her  intended 
marriage  is  contrary  to  public 
policy,  and  unless  founded  upon 
the  consideration  of  some  pro- 
vision for  her  in  lieu  of  dower, 
will  be  ineffectual  both  at  law  and 
in  equity.  (Curry  agt.  Ourry,  10 
Hun,  866.) 

8.  This  rule  is  not  changed  by  chap- 
ter 875  of  1848,  providing  that  all 
contracts  made  between  persons 
in  contemplation  of  marriage, 
shall  remain  in  full  force  after 
such  marriage  takes  place.    (Id.) 

4  Such  intended  marriage,  even 
though  .  solemnized   in  reliance 
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upon  the  aj^reement,  does  not  of 
itself  furnish  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration to  support  the  same. 
{Id,) 

5.  Quc^re^  as  to  the  power  of  the 
court  to  inquire  into  the  adequacy 
of  the  provision  made  for  the 
wife,  and  as  to  the  exten  t  to  which 
such  inquiry  can  be  earned.    (Id. ) 


APPEAL. 

1.  The  decision  upon  an  appeal 
ta^en  by  the  principal  can^  in  nq 
way,  be  effectually  decided  or  dis- 
posed of  by  an  "order,"  but  only 
by  a  judnnent  of  affirmance  duly 
perfected.  {Roe  agt.  Hartemiy 
anUy  25.) 

2.  An  order  is  but  a  decision  upon  a 
motion,  and  is  expressly  dis- 
tinguished from  a  judnnent  which 
is  defined  as  the  find  determina- 
tion of  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
A  iudgment  is  to  be  entered  in  the 
judgment  book  and  perfeoted  by 
the  filing  of  a  judgment  roll  from 
which  the  right  of  appeal  from  a 
judgment  would  begin  to  run. 
[Td.) 


« 


3.  An  appeal  lies  to  the  general  term 
of  the  supreme  court,  from  an 
order  of  the  special  term,  dis- 
charging a  petitioner  from  im- 
prisonment on  execution.  It  is  a 
si>ecial  proceeding,  as  defined  by 
sections  1,  2  and  3  of  the  Code,  but 
such  order  is  not  final  and  conclu- 
sive in  the  sense  that  it  cannot  be 
appealed  from.  (Per  Earl,  J.; 
FoLGEB,  Rapallo  and  Andrews, 
JJ.,  caneurring  ;  Allen  arid  ISliii- 
LEB,  c//.,  dissenting.)  (Matter  of 
Brady,  ante,  128.) 

4.  The  application  for  the  discharge 
of  an  imprisoned  debtor,  under 
the  flilh  article  of  title  1,  chapter 
5,  pait  2  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
must  be  made  to  certain  officers 
specified,  and  cannot  be  made  to 
any  court ;  and  an  order  by  such 
officer  is  not  appealable  either  to 


general  term  or  to  the  court  of 
appeals.  The  remedy  is  by  eer- 
tiorari.  (Matter  of  mberts^  ante, 
199.) 

5.  Where,  in  an  action  in  a  district 
court,  the  defendant  appeared  and 
joined  issue,  the  cause  being  ad- 
journed, and  upon  the  adjourned 
day  the  defendant  failed  to  appear, 
the  plaintiff  took  judgment  by 
default: 

Held,  that  an  appeal  would  lie 
to  the  general  term  of  the  commou 
pleas  to  reverse  the  judgment 
upon  error.  (PuUz  agt  Dws^, 
ante,  270.) 

6.  In  such  a  case  the  j^aintifT, 
though  the  defendant  ruled  to 
appear  upon  the  adjourned  day,  is 
bonnd  to  estaMish  his  cause  of 
action  by  evidence,  and  if  he  has 
not  done  so  the  judgment  will  be 
reversed.     (Id.) 

7.  Nor  is  a  defendant,  in  such  a  case, 
required  to  make  a  motion  in  the 
court  below  to  open  the  default, 
as  such  an  application  is  made  to 
the  favor  of  the  oourt  and  is  one 
in  which  conditions  may  be  im- 
posed; but  if  the  judgment  was 
rendered  without  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  warrant  it,  the  defend- 
ant has  the  right  to  have  it  reversed 
by  an  appeal  to  the  tribunal  that 
has  the  authority  to  review  it  (Id.) 

8.  Although  a  review  of  both  the 
law  and  the  facts  of  a  case  tried 
by  a  judge  or  referee  may  be  had 
at  general  term,  yet,  if  no  error 
be  shown,  the  findings  of  fiict, 
like  the  verdict  of  a  Jury,  should 
be  deemed  conclusive.  (Salomon 
agt.  Moral,  ants,  342.) 

9.  On  an  appeal  from  action  of  the 
Utica  common  council,  the  origin- 
al papers  were  filed  with  the 
county  clerk  in  time,  but  the 
copies  were  not  served  until  the 
twenty-first  day  after  the  second 
report  of  the  commissioners  ap- 
pointed therefor  had  been  filed. 
The  objection  is  taken  at  the  hear- 
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ing  of  the  appeal,  that  the  appeal 
papers  were  not  served  in  time: 

ffM  that  the  respondent  should 
haye  moved  to  dismiss  the  ap- 
peal, and  not  having  done  so  and 
allowing  a  special  term  to  pass, 
he  waived  his  right.  (Matter  cf 
eekmber,  ante,  859.) 

10.  An  action  by  an  attorney  for 
services,  where  the  defense  is 
that  the  charges  are  exorbitant 
and  oppressive,  is  referable  under 
the  statute;  but  whether  it  should 
be  referred  or  not  is  discretianary 
with  the  court  or  judge  before 
whom  the  cause  is  pending.  (Mar- 
tin agt  Windsor  Hotel  Compcmp, 
arUe,  4d2.) 

11.  The  g:eneral  term  has  the  power 
to  review  such  order  of  the 
special  term,  notwithstanding  it  is 
.discretionary.     (Id,) 

13.  It  is  only  necessarv  that  the  or- 
der, to  be  appealable  from  the 
special  to  the  general  term,  must 
aiSdot  a  substantial  interest — a 
matter  of  substance,  and  not  of 
mere  form,  and  it  may  be  such  an 
order  and  yet  be  dieeretionwry, 
(Id.) 

18.  But  such  an  order  is  not  appeal- 
able to  the  court  of  appeals.    (Id,) 

14.  A  reference  is  not  an  absolute 
right  in  any  case.  Whether  the 
court  will  exercise  the  power  con- 
ferred of  referring  any  action 
which  the  statute  authorizes  to  be 
referred,  depends  upon  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
the  exercise  of  the  power  in  a 
given  case,  is  reviewable  by  the 
general  term,  but  not  by  Uiis  court 

Appeal  need  not  be  taken  from  an 
interlocutory  judgment  or  decree, 
but  a  motion  may  be  made  for  a 
new  trial,  on  a  case  and  exceptions, 
under  section  268  of  the  Code, 
when.  (See  Bennett  agt  Aiutiny 
10  Hun,  451.) 

Vol.  Lin  67 


15.  Upon  an  appeal  from  an  order 
gnuitinjG^  temporary  alimony  in  an 
action  n>r  a  divorce,  the  Ueneral 
Term  has  power  to  modify  the 
order  by  reducing  the  amount 
allowed  thereby,  (OoUine  agt.  Col- 
lim,  10  Hun,  272.) 

From  chamber  order  of  county 
judge  —  can  only  be  taken  after 
order  has  been  entered  in  the 
county  clerk's  afflce.  (See  Pool  2^i, 
Saffard,  10  Hun,  497.) 

16.  Where  a  respondent  seeks  to  re- 
strict the  general  right  to  appeal 
to  this  court  by  applying  the  limi- 
tation prescribed  by  the  amend- 
ment of  1874  to  section  11  of  the 
Code  (chap.  822,  Lam  of  1874},  it 
is  for  him  to  show  that  the  subiect- 
matter  of  the  controversy  does 
not  exceed  $500.  (People  agt. 
Horton,  64  N.  F.,  58.) 

17.  This  action  was  brought  to  re- 
strain the  carrying  on  of  a  busi- 
ness ;  no  sum  of  money  was  de- 
manded in  the  complaint,  nor 
was  the  value  of  the  business 
stated  in  the  pleadinjB^s  ;  judgment 
was  given  for  the  de^ndant  The 
testimony  showed  the  yearly  value 
of  the  business  to  be  more  than 
$500.  Held,  that  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  appeal  to  this  court 
(Id.) 

18.  In  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  life 
insurance  the  defense  was  the 
falsity  of  various  answers  to  ques- 
tions in  the  application  which 
were,  by  the  terms  of  the  policy, 
made  warranties.  After  the  de- 
fendant's counsel  had,  upon  the 
trial,  specified  certain  answers 
which  he  claimed  to  be  false,  on 
motion  to  dismiss,  in  exceptions 
to  the  submission  of  questions  to 
the  jury  and  in  requests  to  charge, 
he  requested  the  court  to  charge 
that  upon  the  policy  and  the  evi- 
dence the  plaintiff  could  not  re- 
cover any  thing  beyond  the 
amount  of  the  last  premium. 
Held,  that  the  general  objection 
did  not  entiUe  defendant  to  raiso 
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on  appeal  points  as  to  the  falsity 
of  answers  which  were  not  speci- 
fied, and  as  to  which  no  question 
of  law  was  raised  and  passed  upon 
on  the  triaL  {Boob  agt.  W.  M,  L. 
La.  Co,, UK  r.,286.) 

19.  A  general  term  has  no  power  to 
review  a  case  upon  the  facts  on 
appeal  from  the  judgment  where 
the  trial  was  by  jury  ;  the  only 
mode  in  which  Xhe  facts  can  be 
brought  before  it  for  review  is  by 
app^  from  order  of  special  term 
or  circuit  granting  or  refusing  a 
new  trial.    {Id.) 

20.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  breach  of  contract,  where 
plaintiff  has  recovered  judgment 
allowing  one  item  of  damage 
claimed  and  rejecting  another,  he 
cannot  retain  the  amount  allowed 
and  ask  upon  appeal  for  a  re-trial 
as  to  the  item  rejected;  if  a  rever- 
sal and  new  tnal  is  granted,  it 
must  be  of  the  entire  judgment 
and  claim.  {Wolstenholnfe  agt.  W. 
F,M,  Co,M  N.Y,,272.) 

21 .  This  court  has  not  authority  upon 
affirmance  of  an  order  denying  an 
application  to  vacate  an  assess- 
ment, to  allow  the  petitioner  a  re- 
hearing in  the  court  below,  or  to 
authorize  him  to  renew  his  appli- 
cation upon  further  proof  ;  it  can 
simply  so  frame  its  judgment  that 
it  shall  not  be  an  obstacle  to  the 
petitioner  obtaining  relief  in  the 
proper  form,  t,  e.,  that  the  affirm- 
ance be  without  prejudice  to  an 
application  to  the  court  below  for 
relief.  {In  re  Ingraham,  64  N. 
T„  810.) 

22.  A  reAisal  of  a  referee  to  pass 
upon  an  objection  to  evidence  at 
the  time  it  is  offered  and  the  re- 
ceipt thereof,  with  a  reservation 
of  the  question  as  to  its  admissi- 
bility until  the  close  of  tlie  case, 
is  improper,  but  is  not  neces- 
sarily fatal  to  the  judgment 
(Chuboh,  Ch,  J.y  Alugh  and  FoL' 
GBR,  c/7.,  dinenUng).  {LcUhrap 
agt  BrumhaU,  UN.  T.,  865.) 


28.  Such  a  reservation  is  to  be  con- 
sidered upon  appeal  the  same  aa 
if  the  objection  had  been  overruled 
and  an  exception  taken,  and  if 
the  evidence  were  proper  or  could 
not  have  affected  the  n^hts  of  the 
objecting  party  injunously,  the 
reservation  is  not  ground  for  re- 
versal (Church,  Uh.  «/.,  Allen 
andFoLGBR,t/e/;,  dissenting),  {Id.) 

24.  An  order  quashing  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpvs  can  only  be  reviewed 
upon  appeal.  A  writ  of  error  will 
not  lie  in  such  case.  {Peapls  ex  rd. 
agt  Owwr,  64  N.  Z,  481.) 

25.  As  to  whether  an  order  denying 
a  nootion  to  set  off  one  judgment 
against  another  is  reviewable  here, 
musre.  {Sufffl  agt.  Prouty,  64  N. 
r.,  545.) 

26.  Where,  upon  motion  to  punish, 
a  party  for  contempt  in  violating 
an  injunction,  there  Is  legal  evi- 
dence sufficient  to  call  for  the 
exercise  of  the  judgment  and  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  its  decision 
is  not  reviewable  here.  {Magar, 
ete,,  agt  N,  T.  and  8.  L  P.  Ch., 
UN.  r.,  628.) 

27.  It  is  within  the  discretion  of  the 
court  of  original  jurisdiction 
whether,  upon  overruling  a  de- 
murrer by  aefendant,  he  shall  be 
allowed  to  answer  over.  {Simson 
agt.  Saiterlee,  UN.  F.,  657.) 

Error  in  form  of  judgment  not 
reviewable  on,  but  to  be  corrected 
by  motioD.  {See  Cogger  agt.  Lan- 
sing, 64  N.  r.,  417.) 

Efiect  of  release  of  sureties  in  under- 
dertaking  on,  as  to  purchaser  of 
premises  incumbered  by  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from.  {See  Bamsi 
agt.  Mott,  64  N.  F.,  897.) 

Order  vacating  order  confirming 
report  of  railroad  oomroisBioner 
not  reviewable  hera  {See  In  re 
Application  cf  N,  T.  C.andH.R 
H  R.  Co.,  64  N.  7.,  60.) 
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Order  reaairing  examination  of 
party  before  tnal  not  reviewable 
in  this  court  {See  Ol&nnejf  agt. 
StedioeU,  04  K  Z.,  120.) 

Extra  allowance  not  reviewable. 
{See  GorrUm  agt.  Bd,  8upT8,  [Mem,  \ 

UN,  r.,62e.) 

Order  refosing  to  pnnish  for  con- 
tempt and  oi  reference,  when  not 
reviewable  here.  (See  Sutton  agt. 
Davis  [Afem'l 64  JV.  Z.,  688.) 

28.  Where,  in  an  action  to  set  aside 
a  conveyance  by  a  debtor  as  made 
to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud  credi- 
t-ors,  the  conveyance  is  found  to 
be  fraudulent  and  void  and  judg- 
ment is  perfected,  setting  it  aside 
and  directing  a  sale  of  the  lands 
by  a  receiver,  the  error,  if  any,  in 
directing  such  sale,  is  not  ground 
for  an  appeal,  but  is  to  be  rectified 
by  motion  to  correct  theiudgment 
(OoU  agt.  lyier,  65  iV.  /.,  73.) 

29.  It  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  pre- 
sent upon  appeal  the  point  that  the 
return  to  a  summons  in  justice's 
court  is  insufficient  to  give  juris- 
diction, or  that  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  appearapce  of  another 
person  for  defendant  was  author- 
ized, that  these  grounds  should  be 
specifically  stat^  in  the  notice  of 
appeal :  a  general  statement  there- 
in as  a  ground  for  appeal  that  the 
justice  had  no  jurisdiction  is  suffi- 
cient (LoTT,  Ch,  C,  and  Gray, 
C,  dimnttng),  (^perry  agt  Bey- 
nolds,^N.  r..  179.) 

t 

80.  As  to  whether,  wheu  a  motion 
for  a  nonsuit  is  made  and  granted 
upon  an  untenable  ground,  a  good 
ground  which  mi^t  have  been 
obviated  had  it  been  presented  by 
further  proof,  can  be  availed  of  on 
appeal  to  sustain  the  decision, 
muBPre,  (BeekwUh  agt.  Whalen^  65 
N  r.,  822.) 

81.  Where  the  proceedings  of  com- 
missioners of  highways,  in  laying 
out  a  highway,  are  brought  up  for 
review  upon  writ   of   certiarari. 


this  court,  in  reviewing  the  deter- 
mination of  the  general  term  of 
'the  supreme  court  thereon,  can 
only  ta^e  notice  of  the  facts  stated 
in  the  commissioners' return.  The 
affidavits  upon  which  the  writ  was 
granted  form  no  part  of  the  re- 
turn, and  neither  the  facts  therein 
stated  nor  the  facts  appearing  in 
the  evidence  given  before  referees 
on  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the 
commissioners  can  be  considered 
in  determining  Whether  the  com- 
missioners acquired  jnrisdlctioiL 
{People  ex  rd,  Becker  agt.  Burton, 
65  N.  F.,  452.) 

82.  It  seems,  that  on  appeal  from  the 
determination  of  commissioners  of 
highways  laying'  out  a  highway  no 
notice  of  the  time  and  place  of 
hearing  the  appeal  before  referees 
is  required  to  be  given  to  the 
owner  or  occupant  of  the  lands  to 
be  taken.  The  only  notice  re- 
quired to  be  given  is  to  the  com- 
missioners and  to  one  or  more 
applicants  for  the  road.  (1  B,  S., 
518,  see.  87.)    {Id.) 

88.  An  owner  who  appears  and  is 
heard  before  the  referees  without 
objecting  to  their  jurisdiction  be- 
cause of  omission  to  serve  notice 
upon  him,  cannot  raise  the  objec- 
tion on  appeal  from  the  decision 
of  the  referees.    (Id.) 

84.  An  order  granting,  denying,  con- 
tinuing or  setting  aside  a  prelimi- 
nary injunction  is  not  reviewable 
in  this  court,  and  the  court  will 
not  entertain  an  appeal  therefrom 
for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  right  of  plaintiff  to  maintain 
the  action.  (Calkin  agt.  Man.  Oil 
Ci?.,65JV;  r.,  557.) 

85.  Where  a  judgment,  entered  upon 
the  repcNTt  of  a  referee,  is  reversed 
by  the  general  term  this  court 
will  not,  for  the  purpose  of  sus- 
taining the  judgment,  adopt  a 
theory  not  set  up  in  the  complaint 
or  Intiached  upon  the  trial  {Sta- 
penTiorst  tigt..  Wolf,  65  if.  F.  696.) 
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86.  In  an  action  alleging  a  partner- 
ship between  the  parties  (which 
was  denied  by  the  answer)  and 
asking  for  an  accounting,  an  order 

*  of  reference  was  entered  directing 
the  referee,  1st.  To  hear,  deter- 
mine and  report  as  to  whether  the 
partnership  existed.  2d.  Stajring 
proceedings  thereon  to  enable 
either  pa^  to  move  for  a  new 
trial  at  general  term.  3d.  If  the 
referee  found,  or  if  upon  the  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  it  shoald  be 
determined  that  a  partnership 
existed,  then  that  an  accounting 
be  taken  by  the  referee.  The 
referee  reported  that  a  partnership 
existed  and  directed  an  account- 
ing. Eeldy  that  a  motion  at  gen- 
eral term  to  set  aside  the  report 
and  for  a  new  trial  was  proper, 
as  was  also  an  appeal  to  this  court 
from  the  order  of  general  term 
granting  a  new  trial  ((7<?(fe,  9ee. 
268).  (Johiuion  agt.  YoungSy  65 
N.  r.,599.) 

37.  Where  an  order  shows  that  the 
motion  was  granted  upon  ques- 
tions of  fact,  every  question  of 
law  and  fact  appearing  in  the 
record  is  open  for  review  here. 
{Id,) 


ARBITRATION. 

1.  Where  an  arbitration  bond  requires 
the  award  to  be  executed,  ready 
for  delivery  to  the  parties,  it  re- 
Quires  the  award  to  be  executed  in 
auplicate,  so  that  each  party  may 
have  one ;  either  party,  however, 
may  waive  this  requirement  as  far 
as  he  is  conoerued,  and  if  he  con- 
sent to  accept  a  copy,  leaving  the 
original  for  the  opposite  [mrty. 
the  latter  cannot  complain,  and 
the  award  is  valid,  although  but 
one  is  executed.  {Gidlsjf  a^.  Qid- 
ley,  65  N.  F.,  169.) 


ARREST. 

1.  Where  defendant,  in  the  fall  of 
1873,  began  business  as  a  tobacco 


merchant  with  a  cash  or  available 
capital  of  less  than  $2,000,  piir 
chased  from  plaintiffs  in  Novem- 
ber, 1875,  and  January,  1876,  to- 
bacco to  the  amount  of  nesrlv 
$4,000,  and  at  the  same  time, 
or  shortly  after,  purchased  of 
various  other  parties  large  amounts 
of  tobacco,  and  on  February  7th. 
1876,  made  an  assignment  return- 
ing his  entire  property,  at  a  valu- 
ation of  $1,400,  without  any  pre- 
tense of  any  loss  by  bad  debts  or 
otherwise  since  the  date*  of  his 
purchase  from  plaintiffs: 

Hield^  that  this  purchase  from 
plaintiffs  without  any  pretended 
diseloeure  of  the  condition  of  bh 
affairs,  or  any  reasonable  around 
for  expectation  of  meeting  his  ob- 
ligations, was  fraudulent.  (Welb 
agt.  MUng,  ante,  85.) 

2.  Where,  during  the  month  of  Janu- 
uary  previous  to  his  assignment, 
the  defendant  obtained  credits  of 
various  parties  besides  theplain- 
aSs  to  the  amount  of  $7,500  and 
fails  to  make  any  expJtoation  as 
to  its  disposition  or  to  show  how  it, 
together  with  what  he  previously 
possessed,  culminated  in  the  mea- 
ger show  of  assets,  at  the  time  of 
his  assignment,  amounting  to  less 
than  $1,500  as  estimated  by  lum- 
self: 

Held,  that  he  is  thus  shown,  in 
the  absence  of  any  explanation, 
to  have  fraudulently  disposed  of 
his  property  with  intent  to  defraud 
his  oreditors.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  «the  defendant  disposed  of 
$2,800  to  his  uncle  in  the  latter 
part  of  January,  1876,  under  an 
assumed  indebtedness  to  him  in 
that  amount,  the  unde  depositing 
the  same  sum  in  bank  to  a  newly - 
opened  account  on  the  third  of 
February,  the  defendant  reappear- 
ing on  the  first  of  March  in  ftill 
possession  of  the  same  business  he 
had  previously  carried  on  under  a 

general  power  of  attornejr  from 
is  wife,  and  with  capital  evidently 
afforded  her  by  the  uncle  from 
the  $2,800  that  had  gone  through 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


688 


Digest 


the  formal  procefle  of  the  payment 
of  the  debt  to  the  latter: 

Hdd^  that  this  transaction  of  the 
assumed  pajrment  to  th^  uncle  of 
$2,800  was  a  fraudulent  disposition 
of  so  much  of  the  defendant's 
property  with  intent  to  defraud  his 
creaitOTS.    (Id.) 

4.  An  action  by  a  wife  against  her 
husband  for  a  limited  myorce  on 
the  ground  of  cruel  and  inhuman 
treatment  comes  within  the  defini- 
tion of  ii\furie9  to  the  persariy  men- 
tioned in  section  179  of  the  Code, 
and  is  one  in  which  an  order  of 
arrest  can  properly  be  granted 
under  the  provisions  of  that  sec- 
tion. (Ja9me9ontkgi,Jaimestm.ant€, 
112.) 

See  Police  Justicb. 

Matter  cf  Oesener^  ante,  515. 


ASSESSMENTS. 

1.  The  municipal  authorities  of  the 
city  of  New  York  are  the  agents 
of  the  property  owners,  and  a  bond 
of  a  contractor  taken  for  the  faith- 
ful performance  of  his  contract  is 
taken  for  their  benefit,  and  in  case 
of  the  non-fulfillment  of  the  con- 
tract the  bond  should  be  coUectcd, 
and  the  amount  thereof  applied 
in  diminution  of  the  assessment. 
{£Sno  agt.  The  Mayor ^  etc.,  ante, 
882.) 

2.  An  action  may  be  maintained  by 
a  property  owner  to  restrain  the 
corporation  of  the  city  of  New 
York  from  collecting  an  assess- 
ment without  crediting  him  with 
the  proportionate  amount  of  a 
bond  given  by  a  contractor  for  the 
thithfnl  performance  of  his  con- 
tract, and  which  he  failed  to  per- 
form, the  work  under  which  being 
done  by  a  subsequent  contractor 
at  a  much  higher  rate.    [Id,) 


ASSIGNEK 

L  There  is  no  power  to  deprive  a 
creditor  of  thq  right  to  aemand 


and  insist  upon  an  account  being 
rendered  by  an  assignee  under  the 
state  law.  (Matter  ^Herman^  ante, 
377.) 


.• 


2.  The  answer  of  the  assignee  that 
after  the  assignment  a  petition  had 
been  filed  in  bankruptcy,  and  a 
composition  effected  by  the  assign- 
or, whereupon  he  surrend^^  to 
them  the  assigned  estate,  presents 
no  reason  why  he  should  not  be 
required  to  render  his  account 
(Id.) 

8.  The  creditors,  by  virtue  of  the 
assignment  and  its  acceptance  by 
the  assignee,  acquired  certidn 
vested  rights  in  the  assigned  estate, 
of  which  they  could  not  be  divested 
by  the  banlcruptcy  proceedings. 
(fd.) 

4.  They  could  only  be  divested  of 
these  rights  either  by  a  bill  in 
equity,  or  by  their  consent  in  the 
resolution  of  the  creditors  accept- 
ing the  copiposition  that  the 
assigned  estate  should  be  returned 
to  the  assignor.    (Id.) 

5.  Although  the  petitioning  creditors 
presented  their  claims  and  proofs 
of  claims  before  the  register  in 
bankruptcy,  and  f^^peared  during 
the  examination  and  proceeding 
before  the  register,  the  right  to  an 
accounting  is  not  affected  thereby. 
(Id.) 

6.  The  courts,  in  the  distribution  of 
estates  intrusted  by  law  to  their 
administration  are,  to  a  great  ex- 
tent, acting  for  absent  creditors 
or  unrepresented  parties,  who  re- 
pose, with  confidence,  upon  the 
judicial  care  and  watchfulness  of 
the  courts  of  their  interests.  No 
right  exists  in  such  tribunal  to 
sequester  the  money  equitably  be- 
lon^ng  to  others  in  lavish  and  in- 
judicious allowances  to  trustees, 
or  their  attorneys  or  agents,  en- 
gaged in  such  administration,  or 
to  counsel  who  appear  in  the  pro- 
ceeding for  distribution,  but  they 
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are  bound  to  regard  every  dollar 
thos  appropriated  as  involontarily 
exacted  and  levied  from  its  law- 
ful owner  for  the  necessary  ex- 
penses of  administration,  {matter 
of  JScoU,  ante,  441.) 

7.  Motion  to  confirm  the  report  of  a 
referee  appointed  to  examine  into 
the  accounts  of  an  assignee,  which 
proceeding  for  such  an  accounting 
originated  upon  the  petition  of  a 
creditor  of  the  assignor  to  the 
extent  of  some  $134.  Upon  the 
return  of  that  application,  the 
assignee  obtained  an  order  for  a 
final  accounting,  and  upon  the 
return  day  the  order  of  reference 
was  made.  The  referee  proceeded 
to  take  and  state  the  accounts  as 
required  by  the  order  of  reference, 
and  as  authorized  by  the  amend- 
ment to  section  4  of  the  act  of 
1860  (chap.  848),  as  made  by  chap- 
ter 56  of  Laws  of  1875.  Among 
other  items  awarded  by  the  referee, 
and  submitted  to  the  court  for  its 
approval,  are  the  following,  viz.  : 
First.  That  the  'counsel  for  the 
petitioning  creditor,  to  whom  less 
than  $150  was  due,  should  be  paid 
$400  for  his  services.  Second,  That 
the  special  trustee,  whose  account- 
ing was  in  a  measure  involved,  and 
whose  legal  commissions,  at  the 
rate  allowed  by  law  to  executors 
and  administrators,  amount  to 
$8,820.50,  should  be  paid,  as  a 
compensation  for  his  services, 
$6,000.  Third,  To  the  assignee, 
instead  of  $11,892.91,  his  legal 
commission  at  the  like  rate, 
"should,  in  consideration. of  the 
laborious  nature  of  his  duties,  and 
the  great  skill  and  fidelity  displayed 
by  him,"  be  paid  the  sum  of 
$40,000;  and.  Fourth,  that  the  at- 
torneys for  the  assignee,  for  services 
rendered  by  them  in  the  matter  of 
the  accounting,  "and  preparation 
of  reports  of  proceeding,  petitions, 
for  general  citation,  issue  and  ser- 
vice of  same,  and  attendance  in 
court  and  before  referee,"  should 
(in  addition  to  $1,000  theretofore 
paid  them  by  the  assignee,  and 
allowed  for   counsel  fee  in  the 


matter  of  the  assignment)  be  i>aid 
the  further  sum  of  $10,000. 

Hdd,  fint,  that  as  to  the  items  in 
the  claim  for  the  petitioning  cred- 
itor (whose  debt  is  less  than  $150) 
to  an  allowance  of  four  hundred 
dollars^  there  is  no  law  or  principle 
of  justice  accepted  or  acted  upon 
by  the  courts  which  justify  any 
such  award  to  him  out  of  these 
trust  funds.    (Id.) 

8.  It  does  not  appear  that,  in  regard 
to  the  claim  of  the  petitioning 
creditor,  there  was  any  dispute 
before  the  referee  in  respect  to  it 
which  required  a  trial  before  him, 
and  the  proceeding  he  instituted 
was  superseded  by  the  intervention 
of  the  assignee  under  claim  of  right 
to  a  final  accounting,  and  with  it 
the  claim  of  this  creditor,  so  far 
as  appears,  was  recognized  without 
question  or  contest.    (Id,) 

9.  The  proceeding  he  instituted  is 
styled  "special,^  and  no  costs  or 
rate  of  counsel  fee  is  provided  by 
law  otherwise  thui  on  an  allowance 
of  such  taxable  costs  or  allowances 
as  are  prescribed  by  the  Code  {*ec. 
809).  They  can  only  be  awarded 
to  a  successful  party,  and  in  such 
case  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
determine  which  party  shall  pay 
the  same,  and  in  the  absence  of  any 
other  provisions  of  law,  the  rate 
fixed  by  the  Code  in  analogous 
cases  should  govern. 

Held^  second,  that  as  to  the  claim 
of  the  special  assignee  or  trustee 
to  the  allowance  of  $6,000,  instead 
of  his  legal  commissions,  it  must 
also  be  denied*.  There  is  no  pro- 
vision or  principle  of  law  that 
permits  any  increase  of  the  allow- 
ance to  such  trustee  beyond  the 
statutory  compensation  made  to 
executors  and  administrators. 

Held,  third,  that  as  to  the  claim 
of  the  general  assignee  to  $40,000, 
instead  of  his  legal  commissions, 
the  same  rule  applies,  and  he 
should  be  allowed  the  same  com- 
missions which  are  by  statute  al- 
lowable to  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, and  his  allowances  should 
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be  restricted  to  those  rates.  Al- 
though the  law'  exacts  the  most 
conscientious  discbarge  of  his 
duty,  nothing  can  be  allowed  be- 
yond such  statutory  allowance 
under  claim  for  excess  of  zeal,  or 
assumption  of  more  onerous  duties 
than  might  have  been  exacted. 

Heldf  fourtfi,  that  as  to  the  claim 
of  the  attorneys  and  counsel  of 
the  assignee  to  an  allowance  of 
$10,000  for  the  conduct  of  the  pro- 
ceedings upon  the  accounting,  in 
addition  to  the  sum  of  $1,000 
allowed  and  paid  them  as  a  fee  in 
the  course  of  the  administration 
of  the  assigned  estate,  the  case  is 
not  so  intricate  as  to  warrant  its 
payment.    (Id,) 

Ip.  The  simple  employment  of  such 
officers  of  the  law  to  aid  an  assignee 
having  $1,000,000  to  administer 
does  not  necessarily,  or  by  any 
just  deduction  from  the  magnitude 
of  the  sums,  entitle  them  to  an^ 
increased  compensation  for  their 
services  beyond  what  might  be 
allowed  to  a  like  employment  of  a 
clerk  or  other  assistant,  or  to  any 
such  engagement  where  the  fund 
was  small  m  amount,   (/d) 

11.  The  services  rendered  by  attor- 
neys and  counsel  in  such  cases  are 
to  be  remunerated  according  to  a 
fair  and  reasonable  estimate,  as 
in  any  other  ordinary  cases  of  em- 
ployment; and  the  amount  can 
have  no  just  dependence  for  its 
estimate  of  value  upon  the  extent 
or  character  of  the  fUnd  to  be 
administered.    (Id.) 

12.  The  character  and  quaUty  of  pro- 
fessional skill  that  the  necessi^ 
of  the  case  requires  to  be  employed, 
and  its  general  values,  are  to  be 
considered  by  the  court  in  passing 
upon  an  allowance  asked  for.    (l£) 

13.  In  cases  where  the  aid  of  coun- 
sel are  both  proper  and  necessary, 
the  claim  on  the  part  of  the  trus^ 
tee  to  an  allowance  is  not  one 
addressed  to  the  mere  discretion 
or  arbitrary  will  of  the  court,  but 


must  be  predicated  upon  compe- 
tent evidence  for  its  action.    (Id.) 

14.  In  the  settlement  of  the  accounts 
of  a  trustee,  no  allowance  (beyond 
probably  that  for  some  clerkly 
duty)  can  be  made  for  the  prepara- 
tion, proper  keeping  and  presenta- 
tion of  his  accounts  in  a  clear  and 
explicit  manner,  and  with  all  neces- 
sary proofs  to  sustain  it.  Buch 
duty  he,  in  law,  engages  as  a  part 
of  his  personal  trust,  and  he  can- 
not, in  respect  to  it,  exact  any 
exp>ense  for  employing  counsel  to 
instruct  him  in  his  own  legal  duty, 
unless  some  complications  or  unu- 
sual or  imforeseen  difficulties  have 
arisen  rendering  such  employment 
of  counsel  necessary  and  proper. 
(Id.) 

See  Bankruptcy. 

In  re  Joseph  Mooney^  ante,  415. 


ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  Under  and  by  virtue  of  the  legis- 
lation of  this  state,  in  respect  to 
insurance  upon  lives  for  the  benefit 
of  married  women  where  the  policy 
was  what  is  known  as  an  endow- 

-  ment  policy,  the  amount  insured 
being  payable  to  the  husband  at  a 
stated  time,  or  to  his  wife  if  he 
died  before  such  time,  the  wife 
acquires  a  contingent  interest  in 
such  policy,  and  m  the  money  to 
become  due  and  payable  thereon, 
of  which,  until  the  enabling  act  of 
1873  (Zato«*<?/1873,  chap.  821),  she 
could  not  divest  herself  by  assign- 
ment or  transfer.  (Fowler  agt.  Bat- 
terly^  anie^  471.) 

2.  Therefore,  a  paper  to  which  the 
wife's  signature  appears  to  have 
been  siibscribed  under  date  of 
October  18. 1873/ and  which  pur- 
ports to  assign  all  her  right,  title, 
and  interest  in  the  policy  to  the 
plaintiff;  hdd,  to  be  moperative  as 
an  assignment  of  her  light  to  re- 
ceive from  the  insurance  company 
the  sum  which,  by  the  terms  of  its 
contract,  it  became  liable  to  pay  to 
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her  upon  the  death  of  her  husbaiid 
durine  the  period  of  the  policy, 
proviaed  she  survived  him,    (/a.) 

8.  Where  the  wife's  signature  to  an 
assignment  of  her  interest  in  a 
policy  of  insurance  upon  the  life 
of  her  husband  was  procured  from 
her  by  the  exercise,  on  the  part  of 
her  husband,  of  undue  influence 
and  control,  amounting  to  com- 
pulsion ;  held,  that  such  assignment 
gave  no  valid  title  thereto  to  the 
assignee.    (Id,) 

4.  Where  the  policy  of  insurance 
provided  that  the  amount  insured 
should  be  paid  to  the  huslMtnd 
provided  his  life  continued  beyond 
the  terqi  or  period  for  which  it  was 
insured,  and  in  case  of  his  death 
before  that  time,  it  was  payable  to 
his  wife: 

Held,  that  the  assignment,  exe- 
.cuted  by  the  husband  concurrently 
with  that  of  the  wife,  operated 
only  to  transfer  the  contingent 
interest  which  he  had  in  the  insur- 
ance money  and  his  right  to  collect 
it,  provided  his  life  continued  be- 
yond the  term  or  period  for  which 
it  was  insured.    {Id.) 

5.  As  between  the  assignee  and  the 
wife,  no  equity  arose  or  can  be  in- 
voked in  favor  of  the  assi^ee, 
except  to  the  extent  of  premiums 
subsequently  paid  by  him.   (Id.) 

See  MoRTGAOB. 

Orissler  agt.  Powers,  ante^  194. 

6.  A  promise  made  by  one  person 
for  a  valuable  consiaeration,  paid 
by  another  to  pav  the  debts  of  the 
latter,  is  in  legal  effect  a  promise 
to  pay  creditors  who  are  such  at 
the  time  the  promise  is  made. 
They  acquire  thereby  additional 
security  for  the  payment  of  their 
debts,  which  will  pass  as  an  inci- 
dent on  assignment  of  one  of  the 
debts  secured,  but  the  assignee 
takes  it  by  a  derivitive  title  uom 
the  assignor,  and  no  direct  con- 
tract IK  created  by  \\w  assignment 


between  him  and  the  promisor. 
{Ba/rlou>  agt.  Myen,  64  N.  T.,  41.) 

7.  It  is  immaterial  that  the  debts  are 
upon  negotiable  instruments  not 
due.  In  the  absence  of  special 
words  indicating  such  an  intent, 
the  promise  is  not  to  the  persons 
holding  the  instruments  at  their 
maturity  ;  and  the  interest  of  the 
assignee  in  the  promise  is  subject 
to  any  equities  on  the  part  of  the 
promisor  existing  against  the  debt 
whUe  in  the  hanois  m.  the  assignor. 
(Id.) 

8.  YHiere,  therefore,  defendant,  in 
consideration  of  the  transf^  to 
her  of  the  property  of  the  firm  of 
R  4&  W.,  promised  to  pay  the 
debts  of  the  firm,  among  which 
were  certain  promissory  notes  not 
due,  then  l^eld  by  ^  R,  who 
before  maturity  assigned  them  to 
plaintiff',  in  an  action  upon  the 
promise,  hsld^  that  defendant  could 
set  off  a  claim  held  by  her  against 
N.  R    (Id.) 

9.  It  is  the  duty  of  an  assignee  of  a 
non-negotiable  chose  in  action,  in 
order  to  protect  himself  against  a 
payment  by  the  debtor  to  the 
original  creditor,  to  notL^  the 
former  of  the  assignment ;  and  in 
an  actioii  upon  the  demand  where 
such  a  payment  is  established,  the 
burden  of  jn'oving  notice  prior  to 
payment  is  upon  the  phuntifL 
(Heermam  agt.  EUme&tih,  64  A\ 

r:,  159.) 

10.'  One  F.  transferred  to  plaintiff  by 
deed  in  trust,  among  other  things 
a  demand  against  defendant  for 
money  loaned.  F.  subsequently 
brought  suit  against  plaintiff  to 
set  aside  the  trust,  in  which  action 
defendant  was  sworn  as  a  witness. 
Plaintiff  succeeded  in  the  liti^- 
tlon.  In  an  action  upon  the  claim 
defendant  proved  payment  to  F. 
Plaintiff  requested  the  court  to 
charge  that  Uie  pendency  of  said 
action  brought  by  F.  was  con- 
structive notice  to  defendant  of 
the  existence  of  the  trust  deed. 
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The  court  refbsed  so  to  charge. 
Held^  no  error;  that  whether  de- 
fendant had  notice  of  the  charac- 
ter of  the  action  sufficient  to  put 
him  upon  inquiry  was  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury.    {M.) 

11.  One  who  purchases  the  interest 
of  a  partner  in  a  firm  acquires 
simply  a  right  to  an  accounting 
in  respect  to  the  partnership 
efiects  and  to  a  share  of  the  sur- 
plus remaining  after  payment  of 
the  partnership  debts,  deducting 
any  balance  that  may  be  due  from 
the  vendor  to  his  copartners  upon 
an  accountijig.  (Morss  agt.  Oka- 
BcmMJ^'  r.,  204.) 

• 

12.  An  assignee  of  a  mortgage  takes 
it  not  onlr  subject  to  all  the 
equities  existing  between  the  par- 
ties to  the  instrument,  but  to  the 
equities  which  third  persons  could 
enforce  against  the  assizor. 
{Greene  agt.  Wamiek,  64  JVT  F., 
230.) 

13.  The  only  effect  of  recording  the 
assignment  of  a  mortoage,  &  to 
protect  the  assignee  vcoia  a  sub- 
sequent sale  of  the  same  mortgage; 
if  the  assignment  bc^  not  recorded, 
it  is  void  as  against  a  subsequent 
purchaser  of  me  same  mortgage. 
{Id.) 

14.  B.  executed  at  the  same  time  two 
mortg^es  on  certain  real  estate, 
one  to  M .  G.f  and  onf  to  D.,  whidi 
it  was  understood  were  to  be 
equal  liens  and  to  be  recorded  at 
the  same^  time.  M.  G.  's  mortgage 
was  first  recorded,  and  after  D.'s 
mortgage  was  recorded,  was  as- 
signed to  £.  G.,  and  by  him  as- 
signed to  W.,  both  being  bona  fide 
purchasers  for  value,  without  no- 
tice of  the  circumstances.  Hdd, 
that  W.  took  his  assignment,  sub- 
iect  to  all  the  equities  as  between 
M.  G.  and  D.,  and  could  claim  no 
priority  of  lien  because  of  his 
morteage  being  first  recorded ; 
that  M.  G.  was  not  a  subsequent 
purchaser  within  the  recording 
act,  and  even   if  W.   could,  by 

Vol.  LIII.  68 


virtue  of  his  assignment,  be  re- 
garded as  a  subsequent  purchaser 
of  some  interest  in  the  reaT  estate, 
he  could  claim  no  preference  un- 
der the  statute,  as  D.'s  mortgage 
was  recorded  before  the  assign- 
ments.   (Id.) 

15.  The  right  of  a  borrower  to  re- 
cover the  excessive  interest  upon 
a  usurious  loan  is  assignable,  and 
upon  execution  of  an  assignment 
in  bankruptcy  by  the  borrower 
vests  in  the  assignee.  {Wheelock 
agt  Lee,  64  N.  77,  242.) 


ATTACHMENT. 

Effect  of,  on  bankruptcy  pro- 
ceedings—  liability  of  one  paying 
over  money  to  sheriff  under.  (See 
Ihiffleldtigt.  Horton,  10  Bun  140.) 

1 .  The  filing  of  a  notice  of  suit  pend- 
ing, and  the  levy,  by  virtue  of  an 
attachment  upon  real  estate  for- 
merly^ owned  by  the  tlef endant 
but  sold  and  conveyed,  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  prior 
to  the  filmg  and  levy,  does  not  de- 
feat the  title  of  the  purchaser,  if 
regular  in  all  respects,  save  that 
his  conveyance  is  not  recorded ; 
nor  is  such  title  subordinated  to 
the  lien  of  the  attachment.  (La- 
rnorU  agt  CheslUre,  65  iV:  F.,  80.) 

2.  Under  an  execution,  issued  in  an 
action  wherein  notice  had  been 
filed  and  attachment  issued  and 
levied  as  aforesaid,  the  sheriff  sold 
and  subsequently  conveyed  all  the 
estate  in  the  premises  of  which 
the  judgment  debtor  was  seized 
and  possessed  on  the  day  judg- 
ment was  perfected.  In  an  action 
of  ejectment  by  one  claiming  im- 
der  the  sheriff's  deed,  heild^  that  as 
prior  to  that  day  the  judgment 
debtor  had  conveyed  ana  then  had 
no  estate,  nothing  was  conveyed 
by  the  sheriff's  deed.    (Id.) 

3.  An  action  in  justices'  court,  or 
in  the  marine  court  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  cannot  be  commenced 
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by  short  attacbment  i^dnst  a  resi- 
dent of  the  county.  (Saviiande^t 
Wehle,  65  N.  ¥.,  86.) 

4.  This  process  is  only  proper  in  the 
cases  specified  in  section  83  of  the 
act  to  abolish  imprisonment  for 
debt,  etc.  (chap.  800,  Laws  of 
1831),  i.  e.,  where  the  defendant  is 
a  non-resideiit  of  the  county,  and 
where,  by  the  provision  of  section 
80  of  said  act,  no  warrant  can  issue 
against  him.    (Id.) 

5.  In  all  other  cases  wher6  an  attach- 
ment is  proper,  a  long  attachment 
must  be  used.    (Id.) 

6.  The  giving  of  a  bond  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  the  statute  in  rela- 
tion to  justice's  courta  (2  R.  S., 
230,  sec.  29),  is  necessary  to  confer 
Juiisdiction  upon  the  marine  court 
of  the  city  of  New  York  to  issue 
an  attachment.  An  instrument 
without  a  seal  is  not  sufficient,  and 
an  attachment  issued  thereon  is 
void. .  (ISfany  AgLl/yrd,  66^.  Z, 
810.) 

7.  The  appearance  of  the  defendant 
for  the  purpose  of  moving  to  set 
aside  the  attachment  is  not  a 
waiver  of  the  objection,  and  does 
not  give  iurisdiction  or  deprivp 
the  defendant  of  his  right  to  bring 
an  action  for  the  unlawful  taking 
of  his  property  by  virtue  of  the 
attachment.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  property  has  been  seized 
by  virtue  of  a  void  attachment  a 
subsequent  levy  thereon  without 
a  return  to  and  acceptance  by  the 
owner  or  without  his  consent  while 
m  the  hands  of  the  officer,  by  vir- 
tue of  a  valid  attachment  against 
him,  is  not  a  defense,  nor  does 
it  go  in  mitigation  of  damages  in 
an  action  for  the  unlawful  t&ing. 

9.  In  an  action  tried  at  O.  for  the 
unlawful  taking  and  conversion 
of  a  canal  boat  at  !^.  Y.,  a  witness 
for  the  plaintiff,  who  testified  that 
he  resiaed  at  0.,  was  asked  the 


value  of  the  boat.  This  was  ob- 
jected to  on  the  gro«md  that  the 
value  of  the  boat  at  O.  was  not 
the  measure  of  damages.  The 
objection  was  overrule  Hdd^ 
no  error  ;  that  an  answer  mving 
the  value  at  N.  Y.  would  have 
been  pertinent,  and  it  did  not 
appear  but  that  such  an  answer 
was  given ;  that,  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion, defendant  should  have  asked 
the  witness  if  he  referred  to  the 
value  at  O.,  and,  if  he  answered 
in  the  affirmative,  then  should 
have  moved  to  strike  out  his  an- 
swer.   (Id.) 

10.  The  provisions  of  section  343  of 
(he  Code,  in  reference  to  sheriffs' 
fees  on  attachment,  only  apply  to 
attachments  in  courts  of  record 
Officers  executing  attachments  is- 
sued out  of  justices'  courts  or  the 
marine  court  of  the  city  of  New 
York  have  no  authority  to  make 
charges  in  addition  to  their  regular 
fees  ;  these  include  compensation 
for  caring  for  property  attached 
(Tiffany  agt.  St,  John,  C5  2^.  Y., 
814.) 


ATTORNEY. 

1.  Where  an  attorney  appeared  and 
defended  an  action  for  four  defend- 
ants, and  subsequently  assigned 
his  claim  therefor  against  two  of 
them,  and  this  asignee  brought  an 
action  therefor  against  them,  hdd, 
that  the'  claim  was  an  indivisible 
one.  That  the  assignment  to  the 
plaintiff  did  not  assign  the  whole 
claim  to  htm,  and  the  daim  being 
indivisible  did  not  vest  him  with 
any  separate  part  Hiereof.  (Mid- 
ford  agt.  ffod^,  10  Hun,  79.) 


ATTORNEY'S    LIEN    FOR 
COSTS. 

1.  Where  no  judgment  has  been  en- 
tered in  an  action,  an  attorney  has 
no  vested  right  to  costs  therein. 
Whatever  ckim  he  has  for  his 
services  is  against  his  client  on  the 
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retainer.     {SkUUvan  agt.   CyKeefe, 
ante,  426.) 

2.  Although  there  are  cases  holding 
that  a  party  may  not  discharge  a 
judgment  actually  entered,  and 
thus  deprive  his  attorney  of  his 
costs  in  such  judgment,  yet  it  deems 
that  parties  may  settle  their  con- 
troversies without  consulting  the 
wishes  of  their  attorneys,  or  even 
against  their  wishes,  save  where 
iudgment  has  been  entered  includ- 
ing costs,  or  where  the  attorney 
has  obtained  a  lien  on  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  action.    (Id.) 

8.  The  attorney  gets  no  such  lien 
under  his  retainer  alone.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  an  action  was  brought  for 
the  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  real  property, 
after  the  cause  was  at  issue,  but 
before .  trial,  the  parties  made  a 
settlement  of  the  subject  of  the 
action,  notwithstanding  which  the 
defendant's  attorney  insisted  upon 
proceeding  wtth  the  action  unless 
his  costs  were  paid   him.     The 

Slaintifl  thereupon  moved  for  a 
ismissal  of  the  action  : 
Hdd,  that,  as  in  fact  there  was 
no  longer  a  controversy  between 
the  parties,  the  action  should  not 
be  continued  at  their  expense, 
either  for  the  profit  or  emolument 
of  others,  and  that  the  motion  for 
discontinuance  should  be  granted. 
(Id.) 


ATTORNEY'S  PEES. 

iS^  Rbfbbbncb. 

JSandaU  agt.  Kingsland,  cmte,  512. 


BANKRUPTCY. 

1.  The  statute  of  New  Jersey  en- 
titled **  An  act  to  secure  to  credit- 
ors an  equal  and  just  division  of 
the  estates  of  debtors,  who  ^con- 
vey to  assignees  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors,"  passed  April  16,  1846 


by  its  provisions  is  an  insolvent 
law,  and  as  such  is  suspended  by 
operation  of  the  United  States 
bankrupt  law;  and  an  assignment 
made  thereunder  confers  no  title 
to  the  property  upon  the  assi^ees 
and  is  void  as  against  creditors. 
(Boese  agt.  Locke^  ante^  148.) 

2.  To  entitle  an  assignee  to  an  order 
directing  a  bankrupt  to  pay  or  de- 
liver over  money  or  property,  it 
must  afl^rmatively  appear: 

1.  That  the  bankrupt  has  pos- 
session of  it. 

2.  That  he  has  refused  to  deliver 
it  on  demand  made.  (In  re  Joseph 
Mooney  cmd  Isaac  Mooney,  ante. 
414.) 

3.  If  the  bankrupt  renders  an  account 
of  the  property  sought  to  be 
reached,  it  is  not  sumcient  that 
the  account  is  unreasoridble  ;  there 
must  be  evidence  of  its  untruth 
(Per  Blatchpord,  J.).    (Id.) 

4.  On  an  application  to  review  the 
decision  of  the  district  coui*t  upon 
the  question  whether  the  bankrupt 
has  made  a  full  disclosure  in  obeai- 
ence  to  an  ordei;  requiring  it,  the 
proposition  to  be  made  out  by  the 
petitioner  must  be  that  a  reason- 
able man  would  not  be  able  to 
give  credit  to  the  relation  given  by 
the  bankrupt,  but  would  be  satis- 
fied of  it^  substantial  untruth  (Per 
Johnson,  J.).    (Id.) 

See  Trade-mark. 

HelmbM  agt.  Henry  T.  E^bm- 
bold  Manufacturing  Chm- 
pany^  ante,  458. 

See  Accounting. 

Matter  of  Merman,  ante,  877. 

5.  By  section  2  of  chapter  890,  of 
the  act  of  congress  of  1874,  pro- 
viding '*  that  the  court  having 
charge  of  the  estate  of  any  bank- 

.    rupt  may  direct  that  any  of  the 
.  legal  assets  or  debts  of  the  bank- 
rupt   *    *    *    shall,  when  such 
debt  does  not  exceed  $5Q0.  be  col- 
lected in  the  courts  of  tne  state 
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where  such  bankrupt  resides,"  the 
United  States  district  court  is  ves- 
ted with  exclusive  jurisdiction 
over  all  actions  brought  by  an 
assignee  to  recover  property  al- 
leged  to  have  been  transferred  by 
the  bankrupt  in  violation  of  sec- 
tion 5128  of  the  United  States 
Revised  Statutes,  where  the  value 
of  such  property  is  greater  than 
9500.  (OleotttLgL  Maclean,  10  Hun, 
277.) 

6.  Although  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  1874  the  state  court 
had  concurrent  jurisdiction  witii 
the  United  States  district  court 
over  such  actions,  yet  bv  the  pass- 
age thereof  such  iurisdiction  was  , 
withdrawn  from  it,  even  as  to  ac- 
tions theretofore  commenced  and 
then  pending  therein.    {Id.) 

7.  One     Davenport,  having .  com- 
menced an  action  against  a  cor- 

£  oration  created  in  the  state  of 
[issouri,  procured  an  attachment 
to  be  issued  therein,  on  the  15th  of 
September,  1873,  under  which  a 
debt  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the 
said  corporation  was  attached.  On 
the  3d  of  Novlember,  1873,  Daven- 
port recovered  judgment  in  the 
said  action  and  issued  execution 
thereon.  On  the  second  of  Octo- 
ber a  petition  in  bankruptcy  was 
filed  a^inst  the  corporation  in 
Missouri,  and  on  the  eighth  of 
November  it  was  duly  declared 
bankrupt.  Davenport  and  the 
assignee  in  bankruptcy  each  claim- 
ing the  money,  the  plaintiff 
brought  this  action,  prayinff  that 
the  court  would  decide  which  of 
the  two  were  entitled  to  receive 
the  same.  Held,  that  as  the  attach- 
ment was  issued  within  four 
months  of  the  filing  of  the  peti- 
tion, it  was  annulled  by  the  sub- 
sequent adjudication,  and  that  the 
assignee  was  entitled  to  the  money. 
Held^  further,  that  tiiiis  was  not  an 
action  to  recover  assets  belonging 
to  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt 
within  the  meaning  of  the  amend- 
ment of  the  bankruptcy  act  of 
1874,  depriving  the  state  courts  of 


jurisdiction  over  such  action,  but 
was  brought  to  secure  a  decision 
binding  on  the'  contesting  claim- 
ants, declaring  to  which  of  them 
the  debt  could  lawfully  be  paid, 
and  that  this  court  had  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  same.  (Breioen  and 
Maliters'  Ins,  Co.  agt  Davenport, 
10  J9un,264.) 

8.  An  assignment  to  an  assignee, 
duly  appointed,  in  proceedings  un- 
der the  bankrupt  act,  dissolves 
the  lien  of  an  attachment  issued 
out  of  a  state  court,  where  the 
property  of  the  bankrupt  has  been 
levied  upon  within  four  months 
of  the  commencement  of  such 
proceedings.  {DuffleldHgt.  Bdr0n, 
10  Hun,  140.) 

9.  Where,  in  such  a  case,  the  per- 
son owing  to  the  bankrupt  the 
money  levied  upon  imder  the  at- 
tachment delivers  the  same  to  the 
sheriff  upon  an  execution  issued 
upon  a  judgment  recovered  in  said 
action,  not  knowing  that  an 
assignee  in  bankruptcy  had  been 
appointed  after  the  attadunent  and 
before  the  judgment,  he  is  liable 
to  such  assignee  for  the  value  of 
the  property  so  delivered.    {Id,) 

10.  The  bankruptcy  act  of  March  2, 
1867,  did  not  tase  effect  so  as  to 
suspend  the  operation  of  the  insol- 
vent law  of  this  state  until  June 
1,1867.  {Angsburi/ Agt.  Orossman, 
10  Hun,  389.) 

11.  A  petition,  for  .the  discharge  of  a 
debtor  under  the  state  insolvent 
law,  was  signed  by  a  judgment 
creditor,  who  indorsed  thereon: 
"  For  value  received  I  hereby  re- 
lease to  the  asssignee  to  be'  ap- 
pointed, all  claims  on  the  estate 

'  of  Charles  Grossman,  that  I  have 
by  reason  of  the  judgment  against 
him  assigned  to  me.**  Hew^th^x 
this  was  a  sufficient  conipliance 
with  the  provision  of  2  Revised 
Statutes,  36,  section  11,  requiring 
ai)y  secured  creditor,  who  signs 
the  application,  to  add  to  his  sig- 
nature a  declaration   in  writhig 
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reliaquishiiiff  his  seoority  for  the 
benefit  of  all  the  creditors  of  the 
debtor.    (Id,) 

12.  Under  section  29  of  the  original 
bankrupt*  act,  providing  that  *'at 
any  time  after  the  expiration  of 
six  months  from  the  adjudication 
of  bankruptcy,  or  if  no  debts  have 
been  proved  againgt  the  bankrupt, 
or  if  no  assets  have  come  to  the 
hands  of  the  assignee,  at  any  time 
after  the  expiration  of  sixty  days, 
and  within  one  year  from  the 
adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  the 
bankrupt  may  apply  to  the  court 
for  a  discharge  uom  his  debts/' 
held,  that  the  reouirementthat  the 
application  should  be  made  within 
one  year  from  the  adindication 
of  bankruptcy,  applied  only  to 
those  cases  m  which  no  debts  were 
proved,  or  no  assets  had  come  to 
thejiandsof  theassimee.  (Wood 
agt  Hazen,  10  //i^/i,  862.) 

18.  On  the  23d  of  June,  1878,  plam- 
tiff  obtained  a  judgment  against 
one  Frink,  and  on  the  twenty- 
sixth  issued  an  execuUon  thereon 
to  the  sheriff,  by  whom  a  levy  was 
made  on  personal  property  suffi- 
cient to  eatisfv  the  same.  Frink 
having  been  adjudged  a  bankrupt 
in  the  following  August,  a  mar- 
shal, under  an  order  of  the  bank- 
rupt court,  demanded  of,  and  re- 
.  ceived  from  the  sheriff  possession 
of  the  said  proper^,  and  subse- 

Suently  delivered  the  same  to  the 
efencumt,  Frink's  assignee  in 
bankruptcy.  In  an  action  by  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  the  value  of  the 
property,  hMy  (1)  that  the  action 
could  not  be  maintained  as  for  a 
wrongful  taking  and  conversion  of 
the  property,  as  the  plaintiff  ac- 
(^uired  by  the  levy  no  sufficient 
title  to  or  interest  m  the  same  to 
sustain  such  an  action;  (2)  that  it 
could  not  be  maintained  as  an  en- 
forcement of  an  equitable  lien, 
acquired  by  the  plaintiff  by  virtue 
of  his  judgment,  on  the  fund 
in  the  hands  of  the  assignee, 
for  the  reason  that  the  bankruptcy 
court  alone  had  jurisdiction  over 


an  action  of  such  a  character. 
{An$omaBr€if$a7id  Copper  Co,  agt. 
PraU,  10  Hun,  448.) 

14  The  right  of  a  borrower  to  recover 
the  excessive  interest  upon  a  usu- 
rious loan  is  assignable,  and  upon 
execution  of  an  assignment  in 
bankruptcy  by  the  borrower  vests 
in  the  assignee.  ( Wheeiock  agt.  Lee, 
64  iv:  r,§42.) 

15.  An  asssignee  in  bankruptcy,  how- 
ever, cannot  maintain  an  action  to 
compel  a  lender  to  deliver  up  col- 
laterals turned  out  by  the  bank- 
rupt to  secure  an  usurious  loan 
or  to  have  an  obligation  ^iven  by 
him  therefor  declared  void  with- 
out paying  or  offering  to  pay  the 
sum  loan^  He  is  not  a '  *  borrow- 
er" within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  (ehap,  480,  Laws  of  1873), 
authorizing  a  borrower  to  file  his 
bill  f(Mr  relief  without  payment  or 
deposit  of  the  sum  loaned ;  that 
word  designates  only  the  party* 
bound  by  the  original  contract  to 
pay  the'loan.    (Si.) 


BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  ex- 
change against  the  drawer  there- 
of, the  latter  may  defeat  the  ac- 
tion by  showing  that  there  was  no 
consiaeration  therefor;  except 
wben  it  has  passed  into  the  hands 
of  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value 
before  maturity.  (McGuUoch  agt 
Hoffman.  10  Hun,  188.) 

2.  Where  such  defense  is  interposed, 
the  defendant  may  show  all  that 
occurred  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 
ing of  the  bill,  not  to  limit  its 
ef^ct  or  change  its  character,  but 
to  establish  the  absence  of  any 
consideration  and  the  knowledge 
of  the  plaintiff  of  that  fact.    (Id.) 

BILL  OF  PARTICULARS. 

1.  The  object  of  a  bill  of  particulars 
is  but  to  fairly  apprise  the  party 
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calling  for  it  of  the  nature  of  the 
claim  against  him,  apd  where  the 
claim  is  faD'ly  disclosed  no  further 
specification  is  necessary.  {Bangi 
agt.  Ocean  Nationai  Bcmk^  ante, 
51,) 

2.  The  rale,  as  established  by  the 
Code  of  1848  as  to  pleading,  only 
reauired  it  to  state  the  facts  in 
oroinary  and  concise  language, 
without  repetition,  '*and  in  such 
manner  as  to  enable  a  person  of 
common  understanding  to  know 
what  was  intended."    {Id.) 

8.  It  now,  by  the  amendment  of 
1851,  only  requires  a  plain  and 
concise  statement  of  the  facts  con- 
stituting the  cause  of  action, 
without  unnecessary  repetition. 
The  spirit  and  intent  of  the  origi* 
nal  enactment  has  '  not  been 
changed,  and  all  available  rights 
in  this  respect  is  rather  the  sub- 
ject of  a  bill  of  particulars  than  of 
•a  motion  **to  make  a  pleading 
more  definite  and  certain."    (/d.) 

4  ItseefM,  a  motion  to  strike- out 
matter  in  an  answer  as  irrelerant 
and  redundant  should  be  granted 
where  the  whole  is  but  matter  of 
evidence,  and  cannot  be  regarded 
as  any  approach  to  a  matter  of 
pleading.    (IcL) 

BILLS,  NOTES,   CHECKS. 

1.  It  is  competent  under  the  Co'de 
for  one  of  two  makers  of  a  pro- 
nussory  note,  in  an  action  upon 
the  note,  to  prove  by  parol  that 
he  signed  the  note  as  surety,  to 
enable  him  to  interpose  as  a  de- 
fense that  he  was  discharged  by 
an  extension  of  time  given  to  the 
principal  with  knowledge  of  the 
suretyship.   {Hubbard  figi,  Ourney. 

2.  Such  evidence  does  not  alter  or 
vary  the  written  contract,  as  the 
fact  proved  simply  operates,  when 
knowledge  of  it  Is  brought  home 
to  the  creditor,  to  prevent  him 
fVom  changing   the   contract  or 


making  a  difFerent  one  with  the 
principal  debtor  without  the  con- 
sent of  Uie  surety,  or  from  im- 
pairing the  rights  of  the  latter  by 
releasing  any  security  ox  omitthig 
to  enforce  the  contract  when  re- 
quested.   {Id.) 

8.  The  authorities  upon  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  competency  and 
effect  of  such  evidence  collated 
and  discussed.    (Id.) 

4.  After  the  maturity  of  a  note 
signed  by  defendant,  as  surety, 
and  held  by  plaintiff,  who  had 
knowledge  of  the  suretyship,  the 
principal  debtor  executed  a  new 
note  which  was  indorsed  by  plain- 
tiff, discounted  and  the  avails  paid 
to  him  ;  when  the  note  matured 
a  small  payment  was  made  b^  the 

Erincipal  and  a  new  note  given, 
n  an  action  upon  the  original 
note,  held,  that  there  was  an  im- 
plied agreement  to  extend  the  time 
of  payment,  which  being  done 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent 
of  defendant,  discharged  him  from 
liability :  that  the  fact  that  the 
note  in  suit  was  not  surrendered 
did  not  affect  the  character  of 
the  implied  contract  or  its  legal 
effect ;  and  that  the  receipt  of  me 
money  obtained  upon  the  new 
note  was  a  sufilcient  consideration, 
on  the  part  of  plaintiff,  for  such 
contract.    (Id.) 

5.  Mere  inadequacy  of  considera- 
tion, except  as  a  circumstance 
bearing  upon  the  question  of  fhmd 
or  undue  influence,  is  not  a  de- 
fense to  a  promissory  note.  {Bctii 
agt.  Petk,  64  N,  F.,  596.) 

6.  Where  one  who  has  received  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  stolen  nego- 
tiable securities  with  knowledge, 
loans  the  same  or  a  portion  thereof 
and  takes  a  promissory  note  for 
the  amount  of  the  loan,  these  (acts 
are  no  defense  to  an  action  upon 
the  note  brought  by  the  payee  or 
by  one  to  whom  he  has  transferred 
it  after  maturity ;  and  this  al- 
though  it   appears    in   addition 
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thereto  that  the  owner  of  the  secu- 
rities has  commenced  an  action 
against  defendant  to  compel  him 
to  pay  the  money  to  him,  and  has 
obtained  an  injunction  therein, 
restraining  him  from  paying  it 
over  to  any  other  person.  (Warren 
agt  HcUgk,  65  JY.  K,  172.) 

7.  The  owner  of  the  securities  can- 
not intervene  by  mere  notice  to 
prevent  the  holder  of  the  note 
from  collecting  it,  or  to  have  a 
trust  declared  m  his  favor,  unless 
he  is  brought  in  as  a  party  to  the 
action.    (Id.) 


BOARD  OF  HEALTH. 

1.  Where  a  contractor  had  failed  to 
perform  his  contract  for  the  re- 
moval of  **  night  soil/'  and  the 
board  of  healm  passed  a  resolu- 
tion and  acted  thereunder,  direct- 
ing its  immediate  removal : 

l^eld,  that  the  board  of  health, 
under  the  fifth  section  of  chapter 
636  of  Laws  of  1874,  was  a  neces- 
sary party  to  an  action  by  the 
contractor  against  the  city  of  New 
York.  (jBew  agt.  The  Mayor ^  <fcc., 
antf^  334) 


BONA     FIDE     HOLDER    FOR 
VALUE. 

1.  The  defendants,  H.  and  H.  made 
their  promissory  note  to  their  own 
ordei^for  $1,571.89,  and  indorsed 
the  same  to  the  defendant  E., 
who,  before  its  maturity,  indorsed 
and  delivered  it  to  plaintiff  P. 
The  proof  showed  that  M.  received 
value  for  the  note,  as  it  was  given 
in  the  firm  name  to  H.  for -money 
which  M.  owed  to  him.  H.  trans- 
ferred the  note  to  K.  in  considera- 
tion of  $1,200  balance  due  K.  on 
a  deposit  which  K.  had  previously 
made  on  account  of  H.  m  Detroit. 
K.,  who  was  owing  P.  at  the  time 
on  purchases  of  coal,  gave  P.  the 
note,  who  gave  him  credit  for  so 
much  cash,  and  at  its  maturity,  it 
being  protested  for  non-payment. 


P.  charged  the  amount  back  to 
E.,  who  was  liable  as  indorser, 
and  took  it  up  with  his  own  check ; 
E.  has  paid  nothing  to  P^  on  ac- 
count of  the  note  : 

Held,  that  P.  Was  a  bona  Jide 
holder  for  value  and  entitled  to 
recover,  and  that  the  case  was 
properly  disposed  of  on  the  trial, 
by  directing  the  iury  to  find  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff.  (PaU$  agt. 
Mayer,  ante,  868.) 


BONA  FIDE  PURCHASER 

See  M0RTG1.QB. 

Scamani  agt.  Ruek,  ante,  317. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time 
of  his  purchase,  knew  that  a  f or> 
mer  deed  had  been  given  and  lost; 
but  did  not  know  its  contents,  and 
the  only  consideration  given  by 
him  on  the  purchase  is  a  mortgage 
not  yet  due,  and  with  no  personal 
covenant  on  his  part,  the  lost  deed 
having  afterwards  been  found  and 
recorded,  held,  that  the  deed  to 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 

Sriority  over  the  first  mentioned 
eed,  for  the  reason  that  he  was 
not  a  bona  fide  purchaser  under 
his  deed,  the  only  consideration 
therefor  being  a  mortgage  not  yet 
due.  (SchroSier  agt.  Gumey,  10 
Hun,  418.) 

BOND. 

1.  The  giving  of  a  bond  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  the  statute  in  rela- 
tion to  justices*  courts  (2  B.  5.,  230, 
see,  2ri),  is  necessary  to  confer 
jurisdiction  upon  the  marine 
court  of  the  city  of  New  York  to 
issue  an  attachment.  An  instru- 
ment without  a  seal  is  not  suffl-* 
cient,  and  an  attachment  issued 
thereon  is  void.  (Tiffany  agt.  Lord, 
65  N.  r.,  310.) 


BURDEN  OF  PROOF. 

1.  It  is  the  duty  of  an  assignee  of  a 
non-negotiable  chose  in  action,  in 
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order  to  protect  himself  against  a 
payment  by  the  debtor  to  the  orig- 
inal creditor,  to  notify  the  former 
of  the  assignment ;  and  in  an  ac- 
tion upon  the  deipand  where  such 
a  payment  is  established,  the  bur- 
den of  proving  notice  prior  to 
pajTuent  is  upon  the  plaintiff 
(Heerman  SLgt  £!a8u>ortJi,  Oi  N,  F., 
159.) 

2.  A.  defendant  in  an  action  under  the 
Code  to  determine  claims  to  real 
property,  who  claims  no  interest 
in  the  propertjr,  in  order  to  save 
himself  from  liability  must  appear 
and  disclaim.  When  this  is  done 
the  burden  of  establishing  the  fact 
of  his  making  a  claim  is  upon  the 
plaintiff,  and  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  showing  this  a  iudgment 
against  the  disclaiming  aefendant 
is  error.  {Datts  agt.  Jiead^  65  JV. 
]r.,566.) 


CAUSE  OF  ACTION. 

1.  An  assignee  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  of  an  insolvent  copart- 
nership, the  representatives  of  a 
deceased  partner,  and  the  survi- 
ving partners  may  properly  be 
joined  as  parties  defendant,  and 
an  action  may  properly  be  brought 

.  against  them  by  a  creditor  of  the 
firm,  to  compel  the  *  assignee  to 
account  and  pay  over  to  plaintiff 
his  share  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
partnership  property,  and  (it  be- 
mg  alleged  in  the  complaint  that 
the  surviving  partners  are  insol- 
vent) to  recover  of  the  represent- 
atives the  balance  of  plaintifTs 
claim  (Allen  and  Earl.,  JJ., 
(UssenUng),  {Haines  agt.  HoUutter, 
64  K  rf,  1). 

2.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  town  to  pro- 
vide means  for  the  payment  of  its 
bonds  lawMly  issued.  In  case  of 
failure  to  perform  this  dutv,  the 
holder  of  the  bonds  may  maintain 
an  action  against  the  town  there- 
on ;  and  this,  although  b^^  the  act 
under  which  they  w^ere  issued,  it 
is  made  the  duty  of  the  board  of 


supervisors  of  the  county  to  im- 
pose and  levy  a  tax  to  pay  the 
bonds.  (ifar«Aagt  TaumofLUUe 
VaUey^UK  K.  112.) 

8.  Where  one  engaged  in  business 
enters  into  a  copartnership  with 
another  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
tinuing the  business,  and  transfers 
ite  assets  to  the  firm  in  considera- 
tion of  an  agreement  of  the  firm 
to  assume  and  pay  certain  speci- 
fied debts  incurred  in  the  business, 
and  to  apply  the  assets  first  to  the 
payment  or  said  debts,  the  agree- 
ment is  to  be  deemed  as  made  for 
the  benefit  of  the  creditors  hold- 
ing the  claims  specified,  and  an 
action  may  be  maintained  by  such 
a  creditor  against  the  firm  upon 
such  agreement  {Arnold  agt 
Niehols,64K  r.,117.) 

4.  A  suit  in  equity  to  rescind  an 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  real  es- 
tate because  of  defect  in  title  or 
want  of  power  in  the  vendor  to 
sell  cannot  be  maintained,  as  the 
party  has  a  jjerfect  defense  to  any 
action  brought  against  him  to  en- 
force the  contract.  ( Bniner  agl. 
Meigs,  64  if .  F.,  506.) 

5.  As  to  whether  an  action  can  be 
maintained  by  one  claiming  a  prior 
equitable  lien  upon  personal  prop- 
erty against  a  subsequent  mortga- 
gee upon  the  ground  that  defendant 
has  so  conducted  himself  in  the 
exercise  of  his  legal  right  of  sale 
as  unnecessarily  to  reduce  the 
value  of  plaintiff's  lien,  qu^pre. 
{Hale  agt  Omaha  NaU  Bk.,  64  N. 
F.,  550.) 

6.  Such  an  action  cannot  be  main- 
tained where  it  appears  that  de- 
fendant did  nothing  but  exercise 
his  legal  right  to  foreclose  hie* 
mortg^e  and  sell  the  interest  of 
the  mortgagor  in  the  property. 
{Id.) 

7.  Plaintiff^s  complaint  alleged,  in 
substance,  that  he  had  an  equitable 
lien  upon  certain  personal  prop- 
erty,  which  property   defendant 
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wnmgf ully  sold  and  converted  to 
its  own  use,  thereby  depriving 
plaintiff  of  Ms  lien.  It  appeared 
that  the  property  was  taken  and, 
sold  by  defendant  under  and  by 
virtue  of  certain  chattel  mortgages 
thereon.  It  did  not  anpear  that 
the  property  was  sold  m  parcels 
or  was  scattered  or  dissipated,  or 
that  it  was  aoid  to  a  &ma  fide 
purchaser  without  notice  of  plain- 
tifTs  lien,  or  that  the  property  was 
sold  in  hostility  to  plamtin's  rights. 
It  did  appear  that  the  property  was 
sold  for  its  full  value,  but  that  only 
the  right  and  interests  of  the 
mortgagors  and  of  d^endant  were 
sold.  Hdd^  that  the  fact  that  the 
property  was  sold  for  full  value 
was  insuffic^nt  to  establish  that  .the 
sale  was  hostile  to  plaintiff,  and 
was  not  inconsistent  with  his 
right  to  enforce  his  lien  ;  and  that 
a  cause  of  action  for  an  injury  to 
plaintiff's  lien  was  not  established. 

(m 

8.  Plaintiff  was  employed  by  the 
L,  C.  and  D.  R  R  Co.  to  find  con- 
tractors to  build  its  road.  He 
procured  defendants  to  agree  to 
enter  into  such  contract.  It  was 
agreed  that  the  company  was  to 
pay,  as  part  of  the  consideration 
for  the  work,  $250,000.  At  the 
close  of  the  negotiation  and  when 
the  agreement  was  being  reduced 
to  writing,  it  was  further  agreed 
that  the  sum  to  be  paid  defendants 
should  be  increased  to  $255,000; 
that  defendants  should  give  to 
plaintiff^  as  oompensation  for  his 
services,  their  order  on  the  com- 
pany for  $5,000,  payable  pro  rctta, 
as  the  money  became  due  under 

.  the  contract.  The  agreement  was 
carried  oiit,  the  contract  executed 
and  the  order  given  and  accepted 
by  the  company,  the  contract 
was  subsequently  and  before  any 
money  became  due  under  it,  sur- 
rendered by  defendants  and  can- 
celed. In  an  action  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  order,  Tield,  that  it 
was  given  for  a  good  consideration, 
and  could  not  be  defeated  by  de- 
fault of  the  defendants,  and  that 


defendants  were  liable!    {Bidey 
t^  Smithy  UN.  r.,57d.) 

9.  Where  a  married  man  takes 
boarders -into  his  house  or  con- 
verts it  into  a  hos]^ital  for  the  sick, 
and  his  wife  takes  charge  of  his 
establishment  or  renders  services 
in  the  house  to  boarders  or  sick 
persons,  in  the  absence  of  proof 
of  any  special  agreement,  all  her 
services  and  earnings  belong  to 
her  husbuid,  and  he  can  maintain 
an  action  to  recover  therefor. 
(Beynolds  agt.  Bobinaan,  64  JV.  F., 
589.) 

10.  Where  an  agreement  is  made 
between  two  parties  that  compen- 
sation for  services  renddted  by  one 
to  the  other  shall  be  made  by  a 
provision  in  the  will  of  the  latter, 
m  case  a  provision  is  made  suf- 
ficient only  to  compensate  in  part 
for  the  services,  the  party  render- 
ing them  has,  after  the  death  of  the 
other,  a  Cause  of  action  for  the 
balance  against  his  personal  repre- 
sentatives.   (Id.) 
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CERTIORARI. 

1.  Where  the  proceedings  of  com- 
missioners of  highways,  in  laying 
out  a  highway,  are  brought  up  for 
review  upon  writ  of  certiorari^ 
this  court,  in  reviewing  the  deter- 
mination of  the  general  term  of 
the  supreme  court  thereon,  can 
only  take  notice  of  the  facts  stated 
in  the  commissioners'  return.  The 
affidavits  upon  which  the  writ 
was  granted  form  no  part  of  the 
return,  and  neither  the  facts  there- 
in stated  nor  the  facts  appearing 
in  the  evidence  given  before 
referees  on  appeal  trom  the  de- 
cision of  the  commissioners  can 
be  .considered  in  determining 
whether  the  commissioners  ac- 
quired jurisdiction.  {People  ez  rel. 
Becker  agt.  BwrUm,  65  K  F.,  452.) 

2.  A  ccordingly,A«2c2,  where  the  order 
laying  out  the  road,  made  part  of 
the  commissioners'  return,  stated 
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that  notice  in  due  form  of  law 
was  given  to  H.,  "the  owner  and 
occupant  of  the  lands,"  through 
which  the  highway  was  to  run, 
of  the  time  when  and  the  place 
where  the  conmiissioners  would 
meet  to  decide  upon  the  applica- 
tion, and  where  the  return  also 
alleged  such  service,  and  that  H. 
attended  the  meeting,  that  these 
statements  were  conclusive,  al- 
though in  tbe  affidavits  and  evi- 
dence it  appeared  that  J.  was  the 
occupant    {Id.) 


CHATTEL  MORTGAGE. 

1.  As  to  whether  an  action  can  be 
maintained  by  one  claiming  a 
prior  equitable  lien  upon  personal 
property  against  a  subsequent 
mortgagee  upon  the  ground  that 
defendant  has  so  conducted  him- 
self in  the  exercise  of  his  legal 
right  of  sale  as  unnecessarily  to 
r^uce  the  value  of  plaintifTslien, 
qttcffre.  (Hale  agt.  Omaha  Nai,  Bk. , 
64  N.  F.,  650.) 

2.  Such  an  action  cannot  be  main- 
tained where  it  appears  that  de- 
fendant did  nothing  but  exercise 
his  legal  right  to  foreclose  his 
mortgage  and  sell  the  interest  of 
the  mortgi^or  in  the  property. 
(Id,) 

8.  PlaintifTs  complaint  alleged,  in 
substance,  that  he  had  an  equit- 
able lien  upon  certain  personal 
property,  which  property  defend- 
ant wrongftilly  sold  and  converted 
to  Its  own  use,  therebv  depriving 
plaintiff  of  his  lien.  It  appeared 
that  the  property  was  taken  and 
sold  by  defendant  under  and  by 
virkfe  of  certain  chattel  mortgages 
thereon.  It  did  not  ap{)ear  that 
the  property  was  sold  in  parcels 
or  was  scattered  or  dissipated,  or 
that  it  was  sold  to  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser without  notice  of  plain- 
tiff's lien,  or  that  the  property 
was  sold  in  hostility  to  plaintiff^ 
rights.  It  did  appear  that  tbe 
property   was   sold   for   its   ftill 


value,  but  that  only  the  rights 
and  interests  of  the  mortgagors 
and  of  defendant  were  sold.  Edd, 
that  the  fact  tbat  the  property 
was  sold  for  full  value  was  in- 
sufficient to  establish  that  the  sale 
was  h^tile  to  plaintiff,  and  was 
not  inconsistent  with  his  right  to 
enforce  his  lien  ;  and  that  a  cause 
of  action  for  an  injury  to  plain- 
tiff's lien  was  not  established.  (Id.) 


CITY  OP  NEW  YORK. 

1.  A  resolution  of  the  conmion  coun- 
cil of  the  city  of  New  York,  author- 
izing work  to  be  done,  is  required 
to  be  published  in  t3ie  corporation 
papers,  and  the  want  of  publica- 
tion is  fatal  to  a  contract  (Eno 
agt.  The  Mayor,  (fee.,  anU^  382.) 

2.  The  legislature  cannot  by  an  es 
post  facto  law  make  a  party  liable 
for  damages  for  the  failure  to  per- 
form a  contract  which  at  the  time 
of  its  breach  was  void.    (Id,) 

8.  Where  the  contractor  abandoned 
hiB  contract  in  1871,  and  the  legis- 
lation validating  the  contracts  took 
place  subsequent  to  that  time,  the 
rights  of  the  sureties  on  the  bond 
of  the  contractor  had  become  fixed 
and  could  not  be  affected  thereby. 
(Id,) 

4.  The  municipal  authorities  of  the 
city  of  New  York  are  the  aeents 
of  the  property  owners,  and  a  bond 
of  a  contractor  taken  for  the  fidth- 
ful  performance  of  his  contract  is 
taken  for  their  benefit,  and  in  case 
of  the  non-fulfillment  of  the  con- 
tract the  bond  should  be  collected, 
and  the  amount  thereof  applied 
in  diminution  of  the  assessment. 
(Id,) 

6.  An  action  may  be  maintained  by 
a  property  owner  to  restrain  the 
corporation  of  the  city  of  New 
York  from  collecting  an  assess- 
ment without  crediting  him  with 
the  proportionate  amount  of  a 
bond  given  by  a  contractor  for  the 


^   I 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


547 


Digest. 


faithftQ  performance  of  his  cofi- 
tracty  and  which  he  failed  to  per- 
form, the  work  under  which  being 
done  by  a  subsequent  contractor 
at  a  much  higher  rate.    (Id,) 


CODE. 

1.  Section  110 — Thiss^tion  was 
designed  to  introduce,  no  new 
principle  applicable  to  reviving 
stale  demanos,  but  solely  to  pre- 
vent the  revival  of  such  demands 
by  loose  oral  declarations.  (Kin- 
dead  agt.  Archtbaldf  10  Hun,  9.) 

Section  113  —  The  committee  of  the 
person  and  estate  of  a  lunatic  is 
not  the  trustee  of  an  express  trust 
within  the  meaning  of.  (See  Bur- 
nett agt.  Bookstcvoer,  10  Hun,  481.) 

2.  Section  124 — In  an  action  against 
the  sheriff  and  attaching  credi- 
tors, praying  that  they  be  com- 
pelled to  determine  theu-  conflict- 
ing claims  to  property  attached, 
TiM,  upon  the  application  of  the 
sheriff,  that  he  was  entitled  under' 
section  124  of  the  Code  to  have 
the  place  of  trial  changed  to  his 
county.  (Winffen  agt.  yergeSj  10 
Hun,  576.) 

Section  171  —  When  pleadings  can- 
not be  amended  upon  the  trial 
under.  (See  PhtUipa  agt.  MdviUe. 
17  Hun,  211.) 

Section  288 —The  giving  by  non- 
residents of  the  bond  of  mdemnity 
required  by — does  not  relieve 
them  from  giving  security  for 
costs  as  required  by  part  8,  chap- 
ter 10,  title  2,  section  1,  of  the 
Revised  statutes.  (See  Hodges  agt, 
Porter,  10  Hun  244.) 

8.  Section  268— After  the  entry  of 
an  interlocutory  judgment  or  de- 
cree, not  authorizing  a  flnfd  judg- 
ment, but  directing  further  pro- 
ceedings before  a  referee  or  other- 
wise, a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  on 
a  case  and  exceptions,  may  be 
made   under  section  268  of  the 


Code,  without  taking  any  appeal 
from  such  judgment  or  decree. 
{Bennett  agt.  Austin^  10  Hun,  451.) 

4.  Senible —  Such  motion'  cannot  be 
made  in  case  of  a  trial,  before  a 
referee.    (Id.) 

5.  Such  motion  does  not  stay  pro- 
ceedings under  the  interlocutory 
judgment  or  decree.    (Id.) 

Section  277— Replevin— fortn  of 
verdict  and  judgment,  in  action 
of.  (See  Phmps  agt.  MbMU,  10 
Hun,  211.) 

6.  Section  806  —  Where,  in  an  action 
brought  against  several  defend- 
ants, the  plaintiff  succeeds  as  to 
some  and  Mis  as  to  the  others, 
the  successful  defendants  are  only 
entitled  to  costs  when  (1)  they  are 
not  united  in  interest  with  those 
against  whom  the  plaintiff  re- 
covers; (2)  they  have  interposed  a 
separate  defense  by  a  separate 
answer;  and  when  (8)  costs  are 
awarded  to  them  by  the  court 
(Park  agt.  SpavMng,  10  Hun,  128.) 

• 
Section  885  —  Costs  —  accruing  after 
offer  of  judgment  —  when  action 
is  tried  before  the  expiration  of 
ten  days  before  the  offer.  (See 
Herman  agt.  Lyom,  10  Hun,  111.) 

7.  Section  899 — The  inquiry  as  to 
the  effects  of  a  deceased  person, 
authorized  by  chapter  894  of  1870, 
is  subject  to  the  restrictions  of 
section  899  of  the  Code,  prohibit- 
ing Uie  admission  of  evidence 
given  by  parties  interested  in'  the 
proceedings  as  to  personal  trans- 
actions with  deceased.  (TiUon  agt. 
Ormeby,  lOiTun,  7.) 

8.  Section  899— Although  under 
this  section  of  the  Code,  a  party 
to  an  action  may  testify  as  to  a 
conversation  between  the  deceased 
and  a  third  person  which  he  has 
overheard,  so  long  as  such  testi- 
mony is  limited,  to  what  was 
neither  a  personal  transaction  nor 
communication  between  the  wit- 


548 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Digest 


ness  and  the  deceased,  vet  this 
rule  does  not  prevail  when  the 
third  penon  is  an  agent  for,  and 
is  acting  in  the  interest  of  the  wit- 
ness. CSead  agt.  Teeter,  10  Hun, 
548.) 


CODE  OP  CIVIL  PROCEDURE. 

1.  Section  808 — Although,  perhaps, 
as  |tgainst  a  corporation  defend- 
ant a  subpctna  duces  tecum  would 
have  been  unavailing  under  the 
Code  of  Procedure,  now,  by  sec- 
tion 868  of  the  "Code  of  Reme- 
dial Justice/*  which  provides  that 
"the  production  upon  a  trial  of  a 
book  or  paper  belonging  to  or 
under  the  control  of  a  corporation, 
mav  be  compelled  in  like  manner 
as  u  it  were  in  the  hands  or  under 
the  control  of  a  natural  person," 
a  plaintiff  has  ample  means  of  ob- 
taining the  proofs  required  of  a 
corporation  hj  subpoena  duces  tecum 
and  the  examination  as  a  witness 
of  the  party  having  their  custody, 
either  before  or  after  the  trial. 
{Central  Grass-taum  B.  R.  Co.  agt. 

.  TweTUy-lMrd  Street  B.  R  Co.,  ante, 
45.) 

I.  Section  268  —  By  the  act  of  1878, 
chapter  289,  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas  of  the  city  of  New 
York  has  jurisdiction  over  a  de- 
fendant, served  with  process  in 
any  county  of  the  state,  and  this 
includes  actions  where  the  cause 
of  action  arose  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  but  the  defendant  did 
not  reside  there,  as  well  as  actions 
where  the  cause  of  action  did  not 
arise  and  defendant  did  not  reside 
in  the  city.  {Gemp  agt.  PrtUt, 
ante,  ^.J.) 

• 

a  The  "Code  of  Civil  Procedure," 
section  263,  subdivision  2,  pro- 
vides in  express  terms  that  this 
court  shall  have  jurisdiction  in 
such  cases,  and  the  codifiers  state 
that  revision  to  be,  in  their  opin- 
ion, declaratory  of  the  law  as  it 
now  exists,    (id.) 


4.  Section  190.  —  By  a  comparison  of 
'  this  section  with  section  11  of  the 

former  Code,  it  will  be  observed 
that  the  language  of  subdivisions 
2  and  3  of  the  present  Code  pre- 
serves the  distinction  which  marks 
section  11  of  the  former  Code,  by 
which  the  clause  excluding  ordo^ 
involving  any  discretion  is  pre- 
served in  respect  to  orders  niiade 
in  the  course  of  the  action,  bat  is 
not  contained  in  subdivision  3, 
which  relates  to  special  proceed- 
ings and  summary  applications 
after  j  udgment.  But  the  principle 
which  the  court  of  appeals  lays 
down,  will  be  equally  apfdicable 
under  the  new  statute  as  under 
the  old,  and  excludes  from  review, 
by  appeal  to  that  court,  orders  in- 
volving questions  of  discretion, 
when  made  in  special  proceedings 
or  after  judgment,  equally  as 
when  made  in  the  course  of  an 
action  before  judgment  {Martin 
agt.  Windsor  IlotS  Company^  ante, 
422.) 

5.  Section526— An  answer  contain- 
ing two  paragraphs,  the  first  of 
which  denies  posUivelv  all  the  alle- 
gations contained  in  the  first  count 
of  the  complaint ;  and  the  second 
alleging  that  the  defendant  has 
no  knowledge  or  information  suffi- 
cient to  form  a  belief  as  to  the 
truUi  of  the  facts  contained  in  the 
second  count  of  the  complaint,  is 
a  sufficient  verification  under  sec- 

.  tlon  526  of  the  Code  of  CiyU  Pro- 
cedure.  (Bowgken  agt.  Noian,  a^Ue, 
485.) 

6.  The  verification  need  not  be  in 
the  exact  words  of  the  statute,  bat 
a  substantial  comidianoe  is  saffi- 
cient    (Id.) 


COMMON  PLEAS  (NEW  YORK 
CITY). 

1.  By  the  act  of  1878,  chapter  889, 
the  court  of  common  pkas  of  the 
city  of  New  York  has  jurisdiction 
over  a  defendant,  served  with  pro- 
cess in  any  county  of  the  state. 
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and  this  includes  actions  where 
the  cause  of  action  arose  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  but  the  defend- 
ant did  not  reside  there,  as  well  as 
actions  where  the  cause  of  action 
did  notarise  and  defendant  did 
not  reside  in  the  city.  (Ghmp  agt. 
PraU,  ante,  88.) 

3.  The  **Code  of  Civil  Procedure/' 
jsection  268,  subdivision  2,  provides 
in  express  terms  that  this  court 
shall  have  jurisdiction  in  such 
caseSf  and  the  codiflers  state  that 
revision  to  be,  in  their  opinion, 
declartoiy  of  the  law  as  it  now 
exists,    (id.) 


COMPLAINT. 

1.  In  an  action  between  partners,  in 
order  to  justify  a  recovery  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  any 
*' specific  mm  "  there  should  have 
been  a  balance  struck,  or  agreed 
upon,  as  due  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintifT.  {Covert  agt.  JBen- 
Tieberger,  ante^  1.) 


• 


2.  An  action  for  such  balance  can- 
not be  connected  with  an  action 
for  ^*  an  aceaunting^"  unless  there 
be  in  the  complaint  appropriate 
allegations.    (Id.) 

3.  The  court  is  justified  in  looking 
at  the  prayer  for  relief  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  plaintiff's  view  of 
his  own  cause  of  action.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  the  complaint  alleged  that 
there  were  "other  individuals 
comprising  the  firm  of  J.  B. 
Lippincott  &  Company"  besides 
the  two  persons  made  defendant, 
held,  that  the  other  partners  are 
necessary  parties,  and  that  to 
fender  the  omission  to  make 
them  parties  available  on  demur- 
rer, the  defect  appearing  on  the 
fooe  of  the  complaint,  it  was  not 
necessary  that  it  should  also  ap- 
pear that  the  other  parties  were 
uving.  (Oreen  agt.  Lippincott, 
ante,  93.) 


5.  The  fact  that  all  the  relief  which 
may  be  essential  to  such  ag  action 
has  not  been  claimed,  does  not 
render  the  complaint  so  defective . 
as  to  make  it  the  subject  of  a  de- 
murrer. To  avoid  that  conse- 
quence it  is  sufficient  that  the  facts 
oonstituting  an  equitable  cause  of 
action  have  been  alleged  and  that 
the  relief  insisted  upon  is  appro- 
priate too^  while  it  may  not  be  all 
that  will  be  required  for  a  opm- 
plete  or  perfectjudgment  (AMrm- 
ing  S,  O,  62  Eaw,,  479).    (Buem 

.  agt  Koch,  arUe^  92.) 

6.  In  an  action  by  an  incorporated 
bank,  where  the  complaint  con- 
tains no* allegation  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  a  corporation,  or  entitled 
to  sue  as*  such,  the  objection  is 
properly  taken  by  answer.  (iVo- 
tianal  Bank  ef  UUea  agt.  WelU,^ 
ante,  242.) 

7.  A  demurrer  can  only  be  inter- 
posed where  it  affirmatively  ap- 
pears upon  the  face  of  the  com- 
playit  Uiat  the  plaintiff  has  not 
legal  capacity  to  sue.    (Id.) 

8.  One  who  indorses  his  name  on  a 
non-neffotiable  promissory  note^ 
before  its  delivery  by  the  maker 
to  the  payee,  is,  in  eaect,  hin^elf 
a  maker  of  the  note ;  and  his  name, 
equally  with  that  of  the  n^aker 
who  subscribes  it,  imports  an 
absolute  liability  for  its  payment 
at  maturity.  (Paine  agt.  ifbelke, 
ante,  278.) 

9.  Where  it  appears  from  the  com- 
plaint that  one  of  the  two  defend- 
ants made  the  note  In  suit  in  favor, 
but  not  to  the  order,  of  the  plsdn- 
tiff,  the  payee  therein  named,  that 
the  other  defendant  indorsed  it, 
and  that  it  was  thereupon  deliver- 
ed to  the  plaintiff: 

BM,  that  these  averments, 
taken  together,  must  be  deemed 
equivalent  to  an  allegation  that 
Uie  two  defendants  made  the 
promissory  note,  ajMl  that  both  are 
jointly  liable  as  makers  thereof. 
(Id,) 
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10.  Although  not  n^otiable,  the 
instrument  is  a  promissory  note, 
and,  as  such,  imports  a  considera- 
tion, though  none  is  expressed. 
Want  of  consideration  is  matter  of 
defense.    {Id.) 

See  Rbferencb. 

BouoeU  agt  Oiles,  arUe.  244. 

See  Injunction. 

Mcmn  agt.  Board  of  Education^ 
ante,  289. 

See  Nbgligencb. 

StaUcnecht  -  agt     Bmneiflvama 
Badlroad  Otmpany,  ante,  305. 

See  Partnebship. 

WiOtami  et.  ai,  agt  QiUieset  al., 
ante,  429. 

See  FBOusasovT  Notb. 

Pratt  agt  Short,  ante,  506. 


COMPLAINT. 

1.  A  complaint  all^^g  that,  the 
plaintiff  '^sold  and  ddivered  to 
the  defendant  certain  goods  of  the 
▼alue,  and  for  which  the  defend- 
ant agreed  to  pay  $164.68,"  is 
sufficient,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  allege  that  the  demand  has  not 
been  paid,  or  that  it  remains  due 
and  unpaid  at  the  time  of  the 
action.  {SaUebwry  agt  Stineon,  10 
Hun,  242.) 

Indefinite  allegation  as  to  mesne 
profits  in — must  be  objected  to 
before  trial.  (See  Candee  agt 
Burke,  10  Bun,  850.) 

In  action  upon  a  promissory  note — 
need  not  allege  that  there  was  any 
consideration  therefor.  (See  Uh- 
derTUa  agt.  PhiOipe,  10J?t»n,591.) 


CONTEMPT. 

1.  Where,  upon  motion  to  punish 
a  party  for  contempt  in  violating 
an  injunction  there  is  legal  evi- 
dence sufficient  to  call  for  the  ex- 


ercise of  the  Judgment  and  discre- 
tion of  the  court,  its  decision  is 
not  reviewable  here.  {Mayor,  <fcc, 
m.  N,  r.  and  S.  L  F,Ch.,U  K 
f.,628.) 

2.  A  party,  bound  to  ob^  an  in- 
junction, may  be  guilty  of  a  viola- 
tion thereof  as  well  bj  aiding, 
abetting  and  countenancmg  others 
in  violating  it  as  by  doing  it  direct- 
ly ;  such  orders  must  be  honestly 
and  fairly  obeyed.    (Id,) 

8.  Where  proceedings  to  punish  a 
party  for  contempt,  in  violating 
an  i^jimction,  are  commenced  by 
an  order  to  show  cause,  interroga- 
tories need  not  be  filed  prior  to  a 
final  adjudication  upon  the  alleged 
contempt.    {Id.) 


CONTRACT. 

1.  The  complaint  set  out  an  agree- 
ment or  contract  in  writing  for  the 
delivery  of  a  deed  of  land  and  the 
payment  of  the  consideration  on 
or  before  May  1,  1875.  It  was 
also  averred  that  before  that  day 
the  party  whose  duty  it  was  to 
deliver  the  deed  applied  to  the 
part^  who  was  to  pay  the  consid- 
eration, to  name  a  time  and  place 
for  performance,  to  which  such 
party  did  not  reply.  It  is  also 
alleged  that  be  subsequently  exe- 
cute a  deed,  in  due  form,  and 
made  aU  reasonable  efforts  to  find 
and  communicate  with  the  other 
party  to  complete  the  agreement, 
but  which  efforts,  throu^  the  acts 
and  omissions  of  the  other  party, 
were  unavailing: 

Eeld,  that  the  complaint,  al- 
though it  failed  to  show  a  strict 
performance  of  the  agreement  by 
the  plaintiff,  alleged  such  a  state 
of  facts  as  directly  tended  to  ex- 
cuse it,  and  which  entitled  him  to 
have  the  agreement  specifically 
performed.  (Bueea  agt  Koch,  ante, 
92.) 

2.  The  omission  of  the  plaintiff  to 
have  the  deed  executed  on  or  be 
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fore  the  Ist  of  May,  1875,  and 
tendered  on  that  day  at  defend- 
ant's residence,  was  equitably  ex- 
cused by  the  other  acts  performed 
by  him.  A  formal  tender  was 
waived  by  the  acts  and  omissions 
of  the  defendant.    {li.) 

8.  The  fact  that  all  the  relief  which 
may  be  essential  to  such  an  action 
has  not  been  claiiped,  does  not 
render  the  complaint  so  defectiye 
as  to  make  it  the  subject  of  a  de- 
murrer. To  avoid  that  conse- 
quence it  is  sufficient  that  the  foots 
constituting  an  equitable  cause  of 
action  have  been  alleged  and  that 
the  relief  insisted  upon  is  appro- 
priate too,  while  it  may  not  be  all 
that  will  be  required  for  a  com- 
plete or  perfect  Judgment  (AJSrm- 
mg  8.  a,  52  Haw,,  479).    {Id.) 

4  A  contract  or  agreement  is  the 
union  of  two  or  more  minds  in  a 
thing  done  or  to  be  done.  The 
assent  of  the  parties  must-  be 
mutual,  reciprocal,  concurrent. 
{Dietz  agt.  Farish,  ante,  217.) 

5.  There  must  be  some  medium  of 
communication  by  which  the 
union  of  minds  may  be  ascertain- 
ed and  manifested.  This  medium 
is  language,  symbolical,  oral  or 
written.  In  oral  and  symbolical 
communications,  when  the  parties 
are  together,  the  assent  is  mutual 
and  the  contract  completed  when 

•  the  acceptance  of  one  party  is  an- 
nounced to  the  other.    (Id!) 

6.  In  written  communications,  and 
especially  in  cases  where  the  law 
requires  the  assent  to  be  evi- 
denced by  a  writing,  the  writing 
must  be  aelivered  by  the  party  to 
be  bound  thereby  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  deprive  him  of  the  right 
to  recall  it.  The  intent  is  the 
governing  and  controlling  element 
m  the  determination  of  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  contract  has  othas 
not  been  concluded  in  a  given 
case.    {Id.) 

7.  Although  the  mere  consent  of  the 
'  puHes  IS  sufficient  for  the  perfec- 


tion of  copsensual  contracts,  nev- 
ertheless, if,  in  agreeing  upon  a 
side  or  any  other  bargain,  they 
also  agree  that  there  shall  be  some 
other  formal  act,  with  the  intent 
that  the  bargain  shall  not  be  deem- 
ed perfect  until  such  act  is  per- 
formed, the  parties,  though  they 
may  have  agreed  upon  the  terms, 
may  recede  before  the  act  is  com- 
plete,   ijd.) 

8.  In  ttie  case  of  a  contract  under 
seal  or  a  deed,  the  looua  pcsfnUenUm^ 
the  opportunity  of  withdrawing 
from  it  before  the  parties  are  fin- 
ally bound*  exists  up  to  the  time 
of  its  actual  delivery  as  a  living 
obligation.    {Id.) 

9.  D.  and  F.  being  in  treaty  for 
the  purchase  and  sale  of  a  house, 
met  at  F.'s  office  for  the  purpose 
of  continuing  the  negotiations.  D. 
brought  with  him  a  printed  form 
of  contract  in  duplicate,  with  a 
description  of  the  premises  filled 
in.  D.  signed  both  of  the  con- 
tracts and  handed  them  to  F.  for 
signature,  who  signed  both.  At 
this  stage  of  the  business  it  was 
decided  by  F.  to  proceed  no  fur- 
ther in  it  until  he  had  advised 
with  his  counsel.  At  the  time  it 
was  agreed  between  the  parties  to 
make  the  delivery  of  the  contract 
and  the  payment  of  the  first  in- 
stallment required  by  it  dependent 
upon  the  approval  of  F.*s  coun- 
sel. F.  took  both  duplicates  into 
his  possession,  and  both  parties 
proceeded  to  the  office  of  F.'s 
counsel.  The  latter  not  being  in, 
both  duplicates,  together  with  a 
check  for  the  amount  of  the  first 
installment,  were  left  by  F.  for  his 
counsel,  with  instructions,  in  case 
of  approval,  to  deliver  one  of  the 
duplicates  and  the  check  to  D. 
The  conti*act  was  never  approved, 
nor  were  any  of  the  papers  hand- 
ed by  said  counsel,  or  with  Ms 
knowledge  or  consent,  to  the 
plaintiff.  Before  leaving  the  office 
of  P.*s  counsel,  D.  succeeded  in 
obtaining  one  of  the  papers  by  re- 
moving It  from  a  desk  where  it 
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was  lying,  and,  putting  it  in  his 
pocket,  took  it  away  with  liim: 

Bdd,  that  there  was  no  yiUid 
dehyery.  The  mere  fact  that  the 
plaintiff,  against  the  express  un- 
derstanding of  the  parties,  man- 
aged to  get  hold  or  one  of  the 
duplicates,  is  not  sufficient  to  ena- 
ble him  to  maintain  an  action  for 
specific  performance.  Under  the 
facts  as  found,  the  case  is  not  one 
for  a  specific  performance. 

HMt  also,  that  although  the 
subscribing  witness  was  subse- 
quently induced  by  plaintiff  to 
acknowledge,  before  a  commis- 
sioner, the  execution  and  delivery 
of  the  instrument,  it  cannot  avail 
the  plaintiff  where  it  appears  from 
the  evidence  that  he,  at  the  time 
.  of  making  such  acknowledgment, 
had  no  l^owledge  that  the  con- 
tract had  not  been  concluded,  or 
that  the  duplicates  had  not  been 
duly  exchanged,  and  was  not 
aware  that  any  controversy  touch- 
ing the  matter  had  arisen,  but  had 
every  reason  to  believe  that  a  de- 
livery had  taken  place.    {Id.) 

10.  A  resolution  of  the  common 
council  of  the  city  of  New  York 
authorizing  work  to  be  done,  is 
required  to  be  published  in  •the 
corporation  papers,  and  the  want 
of  publication  is  fatal  to  a  con- 
tract, (j^fioagt.  The  Mayor,  dkc., 
arUe.dSSi.) 

11.  The  legislature  cannot  by  an  «i; 
poit  facto  law  make  a  party  liable 
for  damages  for  the  failure  to  per- 
form a  contract  which  at  the  tune 
of  its  breach  was  void,    (/d.) 

12.  Where  the  contractor  abandoned 
his  contract  in  1871,  and  the  legis- 
lation validating  the  contracts  took 
place  subsequent  to  that  time,  the 
rights  of  the  sureties  on  the  bond 
of  the  contractor  had  become  fixed 
and  could  not  be  affected  thereby. 
{Id.) 

18.  The  municipal  authorities  of  the 
city  of  New  York  are  the  agents  , 
of   the  property  owners,   and  a  i 


bond  of  a  contractor  taken  ton  the 
feithful  performance  of  his  con- 
tract is  taken  for  their  benefit,  and 
in  case  of  the  non-fulfillment  of 
the  contract  the  bond  should  be 
collected,  and  the  amount  thereof 
applied  in  diminution  of  the  assess- 
ment.   (Id) 

14  An  action  may  be  maintained  by  a 
property  owner  to  restrain  the  cor- 
poration of  the  city  of  New  York 
from  collecting  an  assessment 
without  crediting  liim  with  the 
proportionate  amount  of  a  bond 
ffiven  by  a  contractor  for  the  fidth- 
rul  performance  of  his  contract, 
and  which  he  failed  to  perform, 
the  work  under  which  being  done 
by  a  subsequent  contractor  at  a 
much  higher  rate.    (Id.) 


CONTRACT  TO   BUILD  SEW- 
ERS (NEW  YORK  CITY). 

1.  In  a  contract  with  the  fcity  for  the 
building  of  sewers,  it  was  pro- 
vided that  the  contractors  should 
satisf V  all  hens  for  work  or  mate- 
rials, filed  with  the  commissioner 
of  public  works  (the  contracting 
department),  before  or  within  ten 
days  after  the  completion  of  the 
work,  otherwise  the  city  should 
be  entitled  to  retain  or  deduct  such 
sum  from  the  contract-price.  The 
only  notice  of  lien  filed  was  left 
with  the  finance  department,  some 
six  months  after  the  work  was 
completed: 

HM^  that  the  lien  not  having 
been  filed  in  the  prop^  depan- 
ment  within  the  proper  time,  the 
city  had  no  right  to  deduct  or 
retain  the  amount  of  the  same. 
{Bandolph  agt.  MajfOTy  dc,  tf  N. 
F.,  ante,  68.) 

a.  The  contractors  were  required,  by 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  to  com- 

'  plete  the  work  within  ninety  days 
after  the  day  the  commiasioner 
should  'designate  for  commencing 
it,  and  in  case  of  default  the  city 
was  entitled  to  deduct  from  the 
contract-price   the  sum  paid  for 
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inspectors*  wages  for  each  and 
every  day  the  aggregate  time  of 
all  the  inspectors  on  the  work 
ai^inted  by  the  commissioner 
'  might  exceea  the  stipulated  time 
for  its  completion.  The  contract 
provided  tliat  the  contractors 
should  commence  the  work  on 
such  day  as  the  commissioner 
should  designate.  No  notice  or 
designation  of  a  day  for  the  com- 
mencement of  the  work  was  ever 
given  to  the  contractor  by  the 
commissioner,  but  the  contract- 
ors, after  applying  to  the  commis- 
sioner '  for  such  designation  and 
receiving  no  orders,  began  the 
work  at  their  own  risk  on  June 
8,  1871 : 

Beld^  that  the  date  for  fixing  the 
period  of  time  from  which  the 
ninety  days  were  to  be  computed 
was  the  day  of  the  actual  com- 
mencement of  the  work.  The 
mere  placing  of  an  inspector  at 
some  particmar  point  of  the  street 
where  the  work  was  to  be  per- 
formed, was  not  the  notice  intend- 
ed by  the  provision  of  the  contract. 
{TcL) 


CONVERSION. 

1.  The  question  as  to  when  an  agent 
is  liable  In  trover  for  conversion  is 
sometimes  difficult.  The  reason 
stated.  (Laverty  agt.  Snethan,  anUy 
162.) 

2.  If  the  a^ent  parts  with  the  prop- 
erty in  a  way  or  for  a  purpose  not 
auUiorized,  he  is  liable  for  a  con- 
version ;  but  if  be  parts  with  it  in 
accordance  with  his  authority, 
although  at  a  less  price,  or  if  he 
misapplies  the  avails,  or  takes  in- 
adequate for  sufficient  security, 
he  is  not  liable  for  a  conversion 
of  the  property,  but  only  in  an 
action  on  the  case  for  misconduct. 
(Id.) 

8.  A  mere  discretionary  power  to  sell 
real  estate  does  not  create  a  con- 
▼enion.  {Sage  agt.  Loehman^  arUSy 
276.) 


4.  Upon  the  death  of  the  eesM  que 
truHy.\he  estate  descends  directly 
to  the  'persons  entitled,  and  the 
power  of  sale,  as  to  such  share, 
ceases.    (Id,) 


CORPORATIONS. 

1.  An  action  or  bill  in  equity  may 
be  maintaitfed  against  a  corpora- 
tion, on  behalf  of  a  holder  of  its 
stock,  to  compel  a  transfer  to  him 
by  tlie  comply  on  its  books. 
(Oushman  agt.  Thayer  ManufojUv/r- 
mg  JmoeVry  Oompany^  anUy  60.) 

2.  A  court  of  equity,  in  a  proper 
case,  may  decree  the  transfers  of 
shares  of  stock  on  the  books  of 
the  company.    (Id.) 

3.  The  customary  action  by  a  party 
injured  by  the  refusal  of  a  corpo- 
ration to  make  transfer  to  him,  is 
an  action  at  law  for  damage  in 
which  he  is  entitled  to  recover  its 
full  market  value.    (Id.) 

4.  But  where  the  shares  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  a  corporation  have  no 
market  value  upon  which  an  as- 
sessment of  damages  in  an  action 
at  law  could  be  bt^ed,  their  value 

.  depending  upon  the  future  oper- 
ations of  the  company,  the  com- 
pany having  it  in  their  power 
to  suspend  its  operations  in  toto 
so  as  to  make  the  stock  of  no 
value  and  thus  decrease  the  law 
damage  to  a  mere  trifle,  the  capital 
stock  being  limited  and  not  easily, 
if  at  all,  procurable  in  the  market, 
the  transfer  of  the  shares  owned 
by  plaintiff  being  effected  in  fraud 
of  her  riffhts  by  her  husband  and 
one  Beales,  the  transferee,  and 
made  on  the  books  of  the  com- 
pany by  the  officers  of  the  com- 
lymy  in  bad  faith,  the  original 
certificates  not  beine  produced  nor 
properly  accoimted  for,  and  the 
transfer  being  made  to  one  of  the 
officers  of  the  company: 

Meld,  that  Uie  equitable  power  of 
the  court  may  be  invoked  and  the 
company  compelled  to  transfer  the 
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shares  of  stock  to  plajntiffs  on 
their  books.    (Id,) 


COSTS. 

L  The  surrogate  of  N«w  York  has 
no  power,  under  the  act  of  1870 
{Laws  cf  1870,  seciion  9,  chapter 
859),  to  make  allowances  to  par- 
ties who  do  not  prevail  in  cases 
contested  before  him.  {Noyei 
agt.  {children's  Aid  Society,  ante. 
10.) 

2.  He  may  excuse  such  parties,  if 
the  case  be  in  his  judgment  a 
proper  one,  from  the  payment  of 
costs  personally,  but  he  cannot 
take  the  subject-matter  of  the  con- 
test, which  he  adjudges  to  belong 
to  the  successful  party,  and  dis- 
tribute it,  or  any  part  oi  it,  among 
his  defeated  antagonists.    (Id,) 

8.  For  attending  the  examination  of 
a  party  before  trial,  ten  doUaiB 
is  taxable  under  subdivision  8  of 
section  807  of  the  Code,  where 
such  party  attends  ready  to  be  ex- 
amineid,  although  the  examination 
is  then  waiyed  and  is  neycr  had. 
(Stiener  agt  AiMvaovih,  ante,  81.) 

4.  On  an  appeal  from  a  surrogate's 
court  an  extra  allowance  of  costs 
may  now  be  granted  under  section 
309  of  the  Code  of  Procedure. 
Such  an  appeal  is,  for  all  pur- 
poses of  costs,  an  action  at  issue 
on  a  question  of  law,  and  its  de- 
termination constitutes  a  trial 
within  the  meaning  of  the  section. 
(Dupuy  agt.  Wurt^y  ante,  48.) 

5.  A.  writ  of  habeas  carpus  is  a 
special  proceeding  under  the  act 
of  1854  (Laws  1854,  p,  69S,see, 
3)  where  it  is  made  returnable 
in  court,  and  where  it  calls  into 
exercise  the  ordinary  machinery 
of  courts  of  law,  such  as  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  referee  to  take  the 
testimony,  the  examination  of 
witnesses  pro  and  eon,  and  the 
subsequent  hearing  in  due  form 
in  court  on  the  whole  evidence, 


^d  the  decision  of  the  court  there- 
upon. (Matt&r  qf  Bamett,  anie, 
247.) 

0.  Costs  are  allowable  in  such  pro- 
ceedings, in  the  discretion  of  the 
court     (Id,)  m 

7.  The  costs  allowed  embrace,  how- 
ever, only  the  items  for  proceed- 
ings after  petition  and  before  trial, 
and  for  trial  and  disbursements 
(AfflrfMfig  8,  C,  52  How.,  73).  (Id.) 

8.  Where  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict 
at  the  circuit,  the  defendant  ap- 
pealed, the  general  term  affirmed 
the  judgment  the  defendant  moved 
the  general  term  for  leave  to  go  to 
the  court  of  appeals,  the  de^d- 
ant  paid  the  costs  of  the  appeal, 
includlDff  forty  dollars  for  argu- 
ment Therearter  the  general  term 
ordered  a  reargument,  and  upon 
such  reargument  granted  a  new 
trial,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event 
On  the  new  trial  plaintiff  again 
had  a  verdict  and  taxed  the  costs, 
including  forty  dollars  for  reargu- 
ment: 

BMy  that  this  item  of  forty  dol- 
lars for  reargument  was  properly 
allowed.  The  rear^iment  was 
ordered  upon  defendant's  appli- 
cation, and*  as  the  rearf^ment  re- 
sulted in  a  new  trial  being  ordered 
in  which  plaintiff  recovered,  he 
is  entitled  to  compensation  for  such 
reargument.   (Sweet  Sigt  Chapman^ 

ante,  253.) 

« 

See  Assignee. 

Matter  cf  Scott,  ante,  441. 

9.  After  an  action  had  been  noticed 
for  trial  and  placed  upon  the  cal- 
endar, and  just  as  it  was  about 
to  be  moved  for  trial,  an  order 
was  entered  discontinuing  the  ac- 
tion upon  payment  of  costa  Hsld, 
that  the  defendant  was  not  en- 
titled to  include  a  trial  fee  in  such 
costs.  (Sutphen  agt.  Lash,  10  Bun, 
120.) 

lOi  After  issue  had  been  joined  in 
this  action,  and  on  the  seventh 
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of  February,  an  offer  to  allow 
judgment  to  be  taken  against  him 
was  served  by  the  defendant ;  on 
the  ninth  of  February,  the  cause 
was  regularly  called  in  its  order 
on  the  calendar,  an  inquest  taken 
therein,  and  the  costs  accruing 
subsequent  to  the  offer  taxed  in 
plaintiff's  fayor.  Held,  that,  as 
ten  days  had  not  elapsed  from  the 
service  of  the  offer  of  judgment  to 
the  time  of  trial,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  disregard  the  offer  and 
to  tax  the  costs  thereafter  Accru- 
ing. {Hsrman  agt.  Lwms,  10 
JB&n,  111.) 

11.  Where  a  judgment  is  entered  in 
an  action  against  two  defendants, 
and  only  one  answer,  the  one  who 
does  not  defend  cannot  be  charged 
with  the  costs  incurred  by  the  de- 
fense of  the  other.  (Howk  agt. 
BiBhap,  10  Hun,  600.) 

12.  The  statute  fee  bill,  although  evi- 
dence bearing  upon  the  question 
as  to  the  value  and  amount  of 
legal  services  rendered,  does  not 
determine  the  Question  as  between 
attorney -and  client.  (GaUup?kgi, 
Perus,  10  Hun,  626.) 

Readjustment  of  r—  when  granted  — 
what  directions  as  to  reac^ust- 
ment  proper.  (See  Murdoch  Bgt, 
Adamsy  10  Hun,  566.) 

Power  of  surrogate  to  allow — limited 
to  the  successftil  party — ^2  Revised 
Statutes,  228,  section  10 — chapter 
859  of  1870,  section  9.  {See  Nayee 
agt  Children^ B  AidSocietyflO  Hun, 

Security  for — in  action  by  non  resi- 
dent— giving  the  bond  required 
by  Code,  section  288,  does  not  re- 
lieve from  giving  security  for  costs 
— Revised  Statutes,  part  8,  chapter 
10,  title  2,  section  1.  (dee  Hodgee 
agt.  Porter,  10  Hun,  244.) 

When  one  of  several  defendants  en- 
titled to — when  plaintiff  succeeds 
as  to  some,  and  fails  as  to  the 
other  defendants.  (See  Park  agt. 
Spaulding,  10  Hwn,  128.) 


COUNTER-CLAIM. 

1.  Where  a  plaintiff  does  not  reply 
to  an  answer  setting  up  counter- 
claims, it  is  an  admission  that  they 
were  due  and  owing  by  plaintiff, 
and  the  defendant  may  avail  him- 
self X)f  such  admission.  {Randolph 
agt.  Mayor,  ^.,cfNew  fork,  ante, 

2.  But  the  defendant  waives  this 
advantage  if  he  goes  into  proof  of 
the  counter-claim,  and  by  Isuch 
proof  shows  that  it  could  not  prop- 
erly have  been  set  off  against 
plaintiff^s  demand.    {Id.) 

8.  Where  one  defendant  is  sued  upon 
an  individual  liability,  he  cannot 
F  '  '.3  a  counter-claim  a  claim 
wxiicu  hid  holds  jointly  with 
another  against  the  plaintiff. 
{Baldwin  agt  Briggs,  ante,  80.) 

4.  Where  the  answer  sets  up  by  way 
of  counterclaim  certain  transac- 
tions of  plaintiffs  with  the  defend- 
ant and  his  copartner,  who  is  not 
a  party  to  the  action,  a  demurrer 
to  the  answer  will  be  sustained. 
{Baldwin  agt  Berrian,  ante,  81.) 

5.  To  an  action  brought  against  an 
attorney  at  law  for  moneys  re- 
ceived by  him  as  such,  he  may  set 
up  by  way  of  counter-claim  a 
demand  in  his  favor  against  the 
plaintiff  for  services  rendered. 
{Gopen  agt  Crawford,  ante,  278.) 

6.  To  an  action  for  rent  the  de- 
fendant set  up,  by  way  of  coun- 
ter-claim, damages  arising  from 
the  erection  of  buildings  on  an 
adjoining  lot,  the  intention  of  the 
adjoining  owner  to  build  beinff,  as 
alleged,  miudulently  concealed  at 
the  time  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant  was  created.  Held,  on 
demurrer,  that  the  counter-claim 
was  insufficient  Building  is  not 
neoessuily  injurious  to  amoining 
occupant  {6rown  agt.  Curran, 
ante,  808.) 
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SeeL&Asa, 

Stem  et  aL  agt.  Florence  Sewing 
Machine  CSmpanif^  anU,  470. 

In  an  action  by  asaignee  in  bank- 
niptcy  —  reply  to  —  by  asd^ee. 
(See  Von  Saeha  agt  Kretz,  10  Hun, 
95.) 

For  loss  in  transportation,  when  not 
sustainable  in  action  by  forwarder 
for  commissions.  {See  Stannard 
agt.  Prince,  64  N.  F.,  800.) 

7.  Where,  in  consequence  of  a  change 
of  grade  in  a  city  street,  access  to 
demised  premises   adjoining  the 

'  street  is  rendered  inconvenient, 
and  the -tenant  is  thereby  discom- 
moded and  injnred,  in  the  absence 
of  any  covenant  in  the  lease,  pro- 
tecting him  from  such  injury,  it 
is  no  defense  to  and  cannot  be  set 
up  as  a  counter-claim  in  an  action 
to  recover  rent  {CMlup  agt  A, 
B.  Oo.,e^N.  F.,  1.) 


COUNTY  COURT. 

1.  The  County  Court  has  power, 
under  chapter  695  of  1871,  upon 
application  of  the  party  a^^eved, 
to  make  an  order  requmng  the 
board  of  supervisors  to  refund 
<o  such  person  the  amount  col- 
lected from  him,  of  any  tax  ille- 
gally or  improperly  assessed  or 
fevied ;  only  m  cases  in  which  the 
assessors  had  no  power  to  make 
the  assessment,  and  not  in  cases 
in  which  they  had  power  to  act 
but  erred  in  its  exercise.  (People 
ex  rd.  ffermance  agt.  Supervieore, 
10  Hun,  545.) 

Allegation  as  to  defendant*s  resi- 
dence, where  an  action  is  brought 
in — what  sufficient  —  alle^tions 
in  pleadings  —  relate  to  ume  of 
begmning  suit.  {See  Bums  agt. 
(yyeU,  10  Hun,  494.) 

On  nonsuit  in  —  has  no  power  to 
order  exceptions  to  be  first  heard  i 
at  the  general  term.    (See  Beyd 
agt  OronkriU,  10  Hun,  574.) 


Judge  of — when  interested,  may 
request  judge  from  anoth^  county 
to  hold  court  {See  Matter  of 
Byere,  10.&u7i,  98.) 


COUNTY  JUDGE. 

Chamber  order  of — appeal  from, 
can  only  be  taken  after  order  has 
been  entered  in  the  county  clertE*8 
office.  {See  Pool  agt.  Sifford,  10 
J2wn,497.) 


CRIMINAL  TRIAL. 

1.  In  an  indictment  for  perjury 
alleged  to  have  been  committad 
on  an  investigation  before  the  fire 
marshal,  it  was  allied  that  the 
accused  swore  there  were  60,000 
cifiars  in  the  building  at  the  time 
of  the  fire.  The  proof  was  that 
he  swore  there  were  65,000  cigars. 
This  was  one  of  various  items  of 
property  as  to  which  the  accused 
was  chaived  with  having  sworn 
falsely.  On  error  it  was  objected 
that  there  was  a  fatal  variance 
between  the  indictment  and  the 
proof.  The  bbjection  was  not 
taken  on  the  trial.  HeM,  that  it 
was  not  available  here,  as  if  made 
upon  the  trial,  the  evidence  as  to 
this  item  (5buld  iiave  been  ex- 
cluded or  waived,  and  the  jury 
directed  to  disregard  it,  and  the 
conviction  could  have  been  sus- 
tained upon  the  proof  as  to  the 
other  items.  Also,  Md,  \bkX  the 
variance  was  not  materiaL  {Ebr- 
Tie  9^  The  People,  64 iT.  F.,  14a) 

2.  When  an  indictment  charges  that 
the  accused  has  sworn  liusely  as 
to  several  facts,  it  is  not  necessaij 
to  prove  all  that  is  charged.  It  is 
sumoient  to  prove  enough  to  make 
out  the  offense.    {Id,) 

8.  There  were  two  counts  in  the  in- 
dictment, the  first  charging  per-^ 
iuiy  in  the  oral  testimony  ffiven 
before  the  fire  marshal,  and  the 
other  perjury  in  swearing  to  an 
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affidavit  before  the  same  officer, 
oontaining  in  substance  the  same 
matters  as  testified  to  orally.  The 
jury  found  the  prisoner  not  guilty 
under  the  first  count  and  guilty 
under  the  second.  It  was  clumed 
that  the  verdict  was  inconsistent. 
It  appeared  that  a  portion  of  the 
oral  testimony  was  ti^en  when 
the  fire  marshal  was  not  present 
EM,  that  the  objection  was  un- 
tenable, as.  the  jury  may  have 
found  that  the  oral  testimony 
alleged  to  be  false  was  not  taken 
before  the  marshal.    (Id.) 

4.  J'laintiff  in  error,  with  two  com- 
panions, stopped  at  the  house  of 
C.  in  the  day-time.  He  asked  C.'s 
daughter,  who  was  alone  at  home, 
for  a  drink  of  cider,  ofi^rine  to 
pay  for  it.  She  refused  to  let  him 
have  it,  and  he  thereupon  opened 
the  cellar  door,  although  forbid- 
den to  do  so  bv  her,  went  in  and 
drew  some  cider.  He  had  pro- 
cured cider  tiiere  before,  and  was 
^tially  intoxicated  at  the  tune. 
He  was  indicted  for  burglary  and 
larceny.  Upon  the  trial  nis  coun- 
sel requested  the  court  to  direct 
an  acquittal,  which  was  denied. 
Held,  error ;  that  the  evidence 
failed  to  show  that  the  accused 
entered  with  intent  to  commit 
a  crime  ;  that  while  there  was  an 
evidence  of  an  intent  to  obtain  a 
drink- of  cider  and  thus  to  deprive 
C.  of  his  property,  there  was  an 
absence  of  the  circumstances  ordi- 
narily attendmg  the  commission 
of  a  larceny,  and  which  dis- 
tinguish it  from  a  trespass,  and 
that  all  the  circumstances  were 
consistent  with  the  view  that  the 
transaction  was  a  trespass  merely. 
(M^Qmrt  agt.  i^sopfe,  64  iV.  F.,  583.) 


CROSS-EXAMINATION. 

1.  Although  usually  when  general 
reputation  is  relied  u^n,  it  is  not 
competent  to  give  in  evidence 
specific  acts,  either  to  sustain  or 
to  overthrow  such  general  reputa- 
tion, yet  when  testimony  as  to 


general  reputation  is  given  by  a 
witness,  he  may  be  asked  upon 
his  cross-examination,  with  a  view 
to  lessen  the  efiect  of  his  testi- 
mony as  to  general  reputation,  or 
to  show  a  Dias  in  favor  of  the 
party  who  has  called  him,  but  not 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the 
fact  to  be  proved,  whether  he  has 
not  heard  reports  which  tend  to 
contradict  the  purport  and  effect 
of  his  testimony.  {Ckvrpenter  agt. 
Blake,  WHun,  858.) 


DAMAGES. 

1.  To  create  a  liability  for  damages 
consequent  upon  representations 
alleged  to  be  false,  the  plaintiff' 
must  show,  first,  that  the  represen- 
tation was  untrue ;  second,  that  the 
defendant  knew  it  was  untrue; 
third,  that  the  defendant  made  the 
representation  with  intent  to  de- 
ceive; fourth,  that  the  plaintiflB 
acted  in  reliance  on  thedetendant^s 
representation,  under  circumstan- 
ces in  wliich  they  had  a  right  to 
rely  thereon;  fifth,  that  they  were 

'  deceived  thereby,  and  so  induced 
to  change  their  relation  to  the 
subject,  to  their  damage.  {Bdbcock 
agt.  IMey,  ante,  255.) 

2.  The  gist  of  the  action  for  deceit 
is  the  fraudulent  intent  with  which 
the  representation  is  made;  that 
intent  is  not  established  by  proof 
merely  of  the  falsity  of  the  repre- 
sentation; knowledge,  when  it  was 
made,  by  the  party  making  it,  that 
it  was  false,  must  be  shown.    (Id.) 

8.  The  damages  recoverable  in  a 
case  in  which  the  claimant  seeks 
to  recover  on  an  agreement  to 
support  and  maintain  the  testator 
during  the  term  of  his  natural  life, 
is  the  amount  which  the  board  of 
the  testator  and  his  nursing  during 
his  last  illness  were  reasonably 
worth,  less  the  value  of  any  ser-. 
vices  rendered  by  him.  (Shake- 
speare agt.  Markham,  10  flwn,  811.) 

Action  to  recover,  for  negligent  kill- 
ing — under  chapter  450  of  1847,  as 
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amended  by  chapter  256  of  1849 — 
juiy  cannot  allow  interest  upon 
their  verdict — chapter  78,  of  1870 
does  not  affect  actions  brought 
before,  though  pending,  at  the 
time  of  its  enactment.  (See  Cook 
2f.  T.  Cm.  and  Hud.  JJ.  R.  R 


Of., 


10  Hun,  426.) 


On  breach  of  a  contract  to  reside 
with  a  person  in  consideration  of 
board,  etc.  —  sale  of  furniture 
made  necessarv  by  so  doing — loss 
upon  such  sale  cannot  be  recov- 
ered in  action  for  breach  of  the 
contract  {See  Candy  agt.  Candy, 
10  Hun,  88.) 

Measure  of,  on  compromise  induced 
by  fraudulent  representations — 
remedy  of  creditor.  (See  White- 
mde  agt  Hyman,  10  Hun,  218.) 

4.  The  measure  of  dama^  in  action 
against  a  common  carrier  for  neg- 
lect to  deliver  goods  is  the  dS- 
ference  in  the  value  of  the  goods 
at  the  time  and  place  they  o^ght 
to  have  been  delivered  and  the 
time  of  their  actual  delivery;  in 
flxine  the  time  when  delivery 
should  have  been  made,  where 
there  is  no  charge  of  negligence 
in  transportation,  a  reasonable 
time  after  arrival  should  be  al- 
lowed for  delivery.  {Sherman  agt. 
H.RRR.  Co.,  64  N.  F.,  254.) 

5.  Where  property  has  been  seized 
by  virtue  of  a  void  attachment  a 
subsequent  levy  thereon  without 
a  return  to  and  acceptance  by  the 
owner  or  without  lus  consent 
while  in  the  hands  of  the  officer, 
by  virtue  of  a  valid  attachment 
against  him,  is  Yiot  a  defense,  nor 
does  it  go  in  mitigation  of  damages 
in  an  action  for  the  unla^ul 
taking.  {Tiffam^f  agt  Lord,  65  N. 
T.,  310.) 

6.  In  an  action  tried  at  O.  for  the 
unlawful  taking  and  conversion 
of  a  canal  boat  at  N.  T.,  a  wit- 
ness for  the  plaintiff,  who  testified 
that  he  resided  at  O.,  was  asked 
the  value  of  the  boat.    This  was 


objected  to  on  the  ground  that  the 
value  of  the  boat  at  O.  was  not 
the  measure  of  damages.  The 
objection  was  overruled.  Hdd, 
no  error  ;  that  an  answer  giving 
the  value  at  N.  Y.,  would  have 
been  pertinent,  and  it  did  not  ap- 
pear but  that  such  an  answer  was 
S'ven ;  that,  to  raise  the  question, 
^fendant  should  have  asked  the 
witness  if  he  referred  to  the  value 
at  O. ,  and,  if  he  answered  in  the 
affirmative,  then  should  have 
moved  to  strike  out  his  answer. 
{Id.) 


DEED  OP  TRUST. 

See  Parties. 

QmkUn  agt.  D<mie»,  aWte,  409. 


DEFENSES. 

1.  Any  defense  or  answer  which 
the  judgment  debtor  has  to  the 
enforcement  of  the  judgment,  ex- 
cept matters  which  ou^t  to  have 
been  plesMled  to  the  origmal  action, 
or  which  existed  prior  to  the  judg- 
ment, is  available  to  him  where 
an  order  is  obtained  for  his  exami- 
nation in  supplementary  proceed- 
ings. ( Walker  agt*  Donowin,  a$Ue, 
8.) 

2.  A  demurrer  to  a  complaint  is  the 
interposition  of  a  defease,  and  is 
sufficient  within  the  meaning  of 
section  309  of  the  Code  to  entitle 
a  defendant  in  a  proper  case  to 
an  extra  allowance.  {MouUon  agt 
Beecker,  ante,  86.) 

See  Pabtkbbship. 

WUUame  et  ai.  tigt.  OHUetetaL, 
ante,  429. 

See  Proiossort  Notb. 

Pratt  «gt.  Short,  ante,  506. 

8.  Where  the  substantive  ground  of 
an  action  against  an  infant  is  con- 
tract, as  well  as  where  the  caa- 
tract  is  stated  as  an  inducement 
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to  an  alleged  tort,  infancy  is  a  de- 
fense.  (OBtoitt  agt  Warren,  10 
Bun,  560.) 

4.  In  an  action  against  the  maker 
and  payee  of  a  promissory  note 
indorseu  in  blank,  it  is  no  defense 
thereto  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff 
is  not  the  owner  and  holder  of 
the  note  or  the  real  party  in  inter- 
est, and  that  some  one  else  is. 
(Haifa  Bgt,  Southgate^  lOEiin,  611.) 

5.  As  to  whether  the  fact  that  the 
Indian  right  of  occupation  of  lands 
within  this  State  had  not  been  ex- 
tinguished with  the  sanction  of 
the  State  gOTemment  or  aban- 
doned by  the  Indians,  can  be  set 
up  by  one  without  title,  as  against 
the  owner  in  fee  subject  to  such 
rights,  OTi^we.  (Howard  agt  Moot, 
64  K  r.,  262.) 

6.  Where  a  party,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  gives  to  another  an 
order  payable  out  of  a  fund  not 
then  in  existence,  such  party  can- 
not, by  his  own  delhult,  prevent 
the  creation  or  realization  of  the 
fund  and  interpose  the  absence  or 
failure  of  the  fund  as  a  defense  to 
an  action  upon  the  order;  so 
where  an  order  is  drawn  upon  a 
fund,  to  be  paid  upon  the  happen- 
ing of  a  certain  condition,  which 
order  is  accepted,  the  acceptor 
cannot,  by  his  own  act,  defeat 
the  condition  and  then  set  it  np 
as  a  defense  in  an  action  npon 
the  acceptance.  (Ridey  ^ls^  BrnUh, 
UN.T.,  576.) 

7.  Here  inadequacy  of  consideration, 
except  as  a  circumstance  bearing 
upon  the  question  of  fraud  or  un- 
due influence,  is  not  a  defense  to 
a  promissory  note.  (Barl  agt.  Peek, 
UN,  F.,  596.) 

8.  Where,  in  consequence  of  a 
change  of  grade,  in  a  city  street, 
access  to  demised  premises  ad- 
joining the  street  is  rendered  in- 
convenient, and  the  tenant  is 
thereby  discommoded  and  injured, 
in  the  absence  of  any  covenant  in 


the  lease,  protecting  him  from 
such  mjury,  it  is  no  defense  to 
and  cannot  be  set  up  as  a  counter- 
claim in  an  action  to  recover  rent. 
(GfoOupagtA  R.  Co.,  65JV:r.,  1.) 

9.  Where  one  who  has  received  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  stolen  ne- 
gotiable securities  with  knowl- 
edge, loans  the  same  or  a  portion 
thereof  and  takes  a  promissory 
note  for  the  amount  of  the  loan, 
these  facts  are  no  defense  to  an 
action  upon  the  note  brought  by 
tJie  payee  or  by  one  to  whom  he 
has  transferred  it  after  maturity  ; 
and  this  although  it  appears  in 
addition  thereto  that  the  owner  of 
the  securities  has  commenced  an 
action  against  defendant  to  compel 
him  to  pav  the  money  to  him, 
and  has  obtained  an  injunction 
therein,  restraining  him  from  pay- 
ing it  over  to  any  other  person. 
( Warren  agt.  Haighi,  65  ^,  F. ,  171.) 


DEMURRER 

1.  Where  the  complaint  alleged  that 
there  were  "other  individuals 
comprising  the  firm  of  J.  B.  Lip- 
pincott  &  Company "  besides  the 
two  persons  made  defendant,  ?ML, 
that  the  other  partners  are  neces- 
sary parties,  and  that  to  render 
the  omission  to  make  them  parties 
available  on  demurrer,  the  defect 
appearing  on  the  face  of  the  com- 
plaint, it  was  not  necessary  that 
it  should  also  appear  that  the  other 
parties  were  hving.  (Oreen  agt 
LippifUoU,  ante,  88.) 

2.  Where  the  answer  sets  up  by  way 
of,  counter-claim  certain  transac- 
tions of  plaintiffs  with  the  defend- 
ant and  his  copartner,  who  is  not 
a  party  to  the  action,  a  demurrer 
to  the  answer  will  be  sustained. 
(Baldwin  agt.  Berrigan,  ante,  81.) 

8.  A  demurrer  to  a  complaint  is  the 
interposition  of  a  defense,  and  is 
sufficient  within  the  meaning  of 
section  809  of  the  Code  to  entitle  a 
defendant  in  a  proper  case  to  an 
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extra  allowance.     (MouUon  agt 
Beeehe/r,  arde,  86.) 

4.  The  fact  that  all  the  relief  which 
may  be  essential  to  such  an  action 
has  not  been  claimed,  does  not 
render  the  complaint  so  defective 
as  to  make  it  the  subject  of  a  de- 
murrer. To  avoid  that  conse- 
quence it  is  suflScient  that  the  facts 
constituting  an  equitable  cause  of 
action  have  been  alleged  and  that 
the  relief  insisted  upon  is  appro- 
priate too^  while  it  may  not  be  all 
that  will  be  required  for  a  complete 
or  nerfect  judgment  ULffirmng 
8,  a,  52  Haw,,  479).  {Buew  agt. 
Koek,  ante,  92.) 

5.  In  an  action  by  an  incorporated 
bank,  where  the  complaint  con- 
tains no  allegation  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  a  corporation,  or  entitled  to 
sue  as  such,  the  objection  is  prop- 
erly taken  by  answer.  (National 
Bank  of  UUca  agt,  WeUs,  ante,  242.) 

6.  A  demurrer  can  only  be  interposed 
where  it  affirmatively  appears  upon 
the  fietce  of  the  complaint  that  the 
plaintifl  has  not  le^  capacity  to 
sue.    {Id.) 

7.  When  a  defendant  demurs  to  a 
complaint  upon  the  groimd  that  it 
does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and 
afterwards  answers  the  complaint, 
the  answer  is  a  waiver  of  the  de- 
murrer. {Musgrane  agt.  WebsUr, 
anle,  867.) 

To  complaint  for  goods  sold,  and 
not  alleging  non-payment,  on  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts 
sufficient,  &c^  held  frivolous.  (See 
SaiUtbury  agt.  Stimon^  10  aun, 
242.) 

8Be  Nbougbncb. 

Stalknecht     agt.     Ptnnsylvania 
Badlroad  Co.,  ante,  805. 


DESCENT. 

1.  A  mere  discretionary  power  to 
sell  real  estate  does  not  create  a 


conversion.    {8aff6  agt  Loekman^ 
ante,  276.) 

2.  Upon  the  death  of  the  ceatid  qve 
trtist,  the  estate  descends  directly 
to  the  persons  entitled,  and  the 
power  of  sale,  as  to  such  share, 
ceases.    {Id.) 


DETERMINATION  OP  CLAIMS. 

1.  A  defendant  in  an  action  under 
the  Code  to  determine  claims  to 
real  property,  who  claims  no  inter- 
est in  tne  property,  in  order' to 
save  himself  from  liability  must 
appear  and  disclaim.  When  this 
is  done  the  burden  of  establishing 
the  fact  of  his  making  a  claim  is 
upon  the  plaintiff,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  evidence  showing  this  a 
judgment  against  the  disclaiming 
defendant  is  error.  {Davit  agt 
Bead,  65  N.  F.,  566.) 


DISCONTINUANCE. 

• 

1.  After  an  action  had  been  noticed 
for  trial  and  placed  upon  the  cal- 
endar, and  just  as  it  was  about  to 
be  moved  for  trial,  an  order  was 
entered  discontinuing  the  action 
upon  pa3rment  of  costs.  BM^ 
that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled 
to  include  a  trial  fee  in  such  costs. 
(Sutphen  agt.  Lash,  10  Hun,  120.) 

2.  Where  an  order  is  entered  dis- 
continuing an  action  on  payment 
of  costs,  the  defendant  may,  so 
long  as  the  costs  are  unpaid,  enter 
judgment  therefor  and  issue  exe- 
cution thereon,  or  he  may  disre- 
gard the  order  and  proceed  with 
the  action  as  though  it  had  never 
been  entered.    (Id,)     , 

3:  Where  a  motion  is  made  to  dis- 
continue an  action,  on  the  ground 
that  one  of  the  defendants  has 
settled  and  discharged  the  plain- 
tiff^s  claim,  the  party  so  applying 
must  furnish  such  evidence  in 
proof  thereof  as  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  a  plea  of  puu  dor- 
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rien  conHnuancef  or  a  supplement- 
ary auswer  setting  up  such  settle- 
ment. (Connors  agt.  Til/uSy  10 
Hun,  286.) 


DISCOVERY. 

• 

1.  Averments  contained  in  a  petition 
for  an  inspection  of  books  and 
papers  of  a  corporation,  merely 
upon  information  and  belief,  fail- 
ing to  disclose  the  sources  of  such 
information,  are  insufficient  to 
entitle  the  petitioning  party  to 
such  inspection.  (Central  Cross- 
town  R.  R,  Co.  agt.  Twenty-third 
Street  R.  R.  Co.,  ante,  45.) 

• 

2.  There  should  be  something  more 
than  a  mere  suspicion  or  conject- 
ure as  to  the  necessity  of  the  in- 
spection asked  for.    (Id.) 

8.  Under  the  Code  of  Procedure  and 
the  rules  of  court  heretofore  exist- 
ing, the  practice  has  been  to  deny 
similar  applications,  where  the 
production  of  the  books  and 
papers  desired  could  .  be  secured 
by  a  mbpoma  dwoes  tecum,  and  the 
examination  as  a  witness  of  the 
party  having  their  custody,  either 
before  or  on  the  trial,    (ia.) 

4.  Although,  perhaps,  as  against  a 
corporation  defendant  a  sttbposna 
duces  iecmn  would  have  been  un- 
availing imder  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure, now,  by  section  868  of  the 
"Code  of  Remedial  Justice," 
which  provides  that  **  the  pro- 
duction upon  a  trial  of  a  book  or 
paper  belonging  to  or  under  the 
control  of  a  corporation,  may  be 
compelled  in  like  manner  as  if  it 
were  in  the  hands  or  under  the 
control  of  a  natural  person,*'  a 
plaintiff  has  ample  m'eans  of  ob- 
taining the  proofs  required  of  a 
corporation  by  subpoma  duces 
tecum  and  the  examination  as  a 
witness  of  the  party  having  their 
custody,  either  before  or  after  the 
triaL    (Id,) 

Ae  Examination  op  a  Pabtt. 
Phomix  agt.  Dwpy,  ante,  158. 

Vol.  Lm  71     . 


DIVORCE. 

1.  An  action  by  a  wife  against  her 
husband  for  a  limited  (uvorce  on 
the  ground  of  cruel  and  inhuman 
treatment  comes  within  the  defi- 
nition of  injuries  to  Vie  pei'son, 
mentioned  in  section  170  of  the 
Code,  and  is  one  in  which  an 
order  of  arrest  can  properly  be 
{granted  under  the  provisions  of 
that  section.  (Jammson  agt  Jamie- 
son,  ante,  112.) 

2.  In  an  action  for  divorce  on  the 
ground  of  adultery,  where  the 
referee  reported  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff, the  defendant  duly  filing  her 
exceptions  to  such  report,  the 
plaintiff  moved,  upon  the  referee^s 
report  and  the  testimony,  to  con- 
firm such  report.  The  defendant 
moved,  at  the  same  time,  upon 
the  exceptions,  report  and  testi- 
mony, to  vacate  such  report,  and 
for  further  relief.  The  court 
made  an  order  dismissing  the 
coinplaint  upon  the  merits: 

IMd,  that  the  court  erred  in 
absolutely  dismissing  the  plain- 
tiff's complaint  upon  the  merits. 
The  order  of  the  special  term 
should  have  been,  that  the  report 
be  set  aside,  the  order  of  reference 
vacated,  and  a  new  trial  of  the 
issues  had,  with  costs  to  the  de- 
fendant, to  abide  the  event.  (Har- 
ding agt.  Harding,  €mte,  288.) 

8.  In  this  class  of  cases,  the  court 
at  special  term  does  possess  the 
power  ^o  order  a  new  trial.  This 
power  should  be  exercised,  as  near 
as  possible,  in  conf ormitv  with  the 
principles  which  control  on  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  or 
exceptions.    (Id.) 

4  If  the  exceptions  are  sustained, 
and  the  question  is  capable  of 
being  obviated  by  proof,  no  abso- 
lute judgment  should  be  directed, 
but  a  new  trial  ordered.    (Id.) 

See  AcnoN. 

Cdllender  agt.   CaUendeVy   ante^ 
364. 
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EJECTMENT. 

1.  When,  in  an  action  of  ejectment, 
it  appears  from  the  complaint  that 
Uie  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  the 
value  of  the  rents  and  i)rofits  of 
the  premises  during  the  time  they 
have  been  unlawfully  withheld  by 
the  defendant,  it  is  too  late,  on 
the  trial,  to  object  to  the  form  and 
want  of  particularity  and  cer- 
tainty with  which  the  allegations 
relatmg  thereto  are  made.  {Can- 
dee  agt  Burke,  10  Hun,  850.) 

Cannot  be  brought  by  the  committee 
of  the  person  and  estate  of  a  luna- 
tic in  his  own  name  —  for  real 
property  which  belong  to  the  lu- 
natic prior  to  his  (the  committee's) 
appointment.  (See  Burnett  agt 
Bookstaver,  10  Bun,  481.) 

2.  A  writ  of  possession  issued  upon 
a  iudgment  in  electment  can  law- 
fmly  be  executed  after  the  return 
day  thereof ;  Uie  office  of  the  writ 
is  simply  to  carrv  into  effect  the 
judgment  and  the  command  to 
return  within  sixty  days  is  direct- 
ory merely.  {Witbeek  agt.  Van 
Benesdaer,  64  N.  T.,  37.) 

8.  Although  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
sheriff,  m  executing  such  writ,  if 
required,  to  remove  from  the 
premises  the  personal  property 
thereon,  the  omission  to  do  so  does 
not  vitiate  the  execution  of  the 
writ  when  possession  of  the  land 
is  delivered.    {Id) 

4.  Where  the  action  was  brought  by 
a  landlord  because  of  non-payment 
of  rent,  and  possession  is  aelivered 
to  him  or  his  assignee,  the  statute 
^ving  to  the  defendant  six  months 
after  such  taking  possession  in 
which  to  redeem  {2R8.,  506,  tec.  33) 
begins  to  run,  and  the  time  limited 
for  redemption  is  not  enlarged  by 
a  subsequent  re-entry  of  the  ten- 
ant.   {Id.) 

6.  In  an  action  of  ^ectment  wherein 
the  quesUcm  was  as  to  the  location 
of  a  boundary  line,  it  appeared 


that  the  adjoining  owners  for 
more  than  Stij  years  had  occa- 
pied  each  on  his  side  up  to  an  old 
fence ;  that  the  fence  had  been 
kept  up  and  maintained  as  a  di- 
vision fence  for  more  than  twenty 
years,  each  owner  by  agreemeut 
keeping  up  one-half.*  Beld,  that 
this  was  sufficient  evidence  of  a 
practical  location  of  and  an  acqui- 
escence in  the  fence  as  the  bound- 
ary line,  and  of  a  possession  for 
more  than  twenty  years  in  pursu- 
ance of  such  location  to  require  the 
submission  of  that  question  to  the 

ury.     {Jonee  agt   Smith,  64  N, 

~   180.) 


^ 


6.  A  plaintiff  in  ejectment  must  re- 
cover upon  the  strength  of  his 
own  tiUe;  he  can  take  nothing  by 
reason  of  any  defects  in  that  of 
the  defendant.  ( Wallace  agt.  Swin- 
ton,  64  JV:  r.,  188.) 

7.  In  an  action  of  ejectment  plain- 
tiff ^ve  in  evidence  a  judgment 
roll  m  a  former  action  of  eject- 
ment brought  by  the  grantor  of 
plaintiffs'  ancestor  against  defend- 
ant to  recover  the  same  lands, 
wherein  it  was  adjudged  that  said 
grantor  was  entitied  to  possession 
— hdd,  that  said  roll  was  conclu- 
sive proof  of  the  right  of  posses- 
sion in  said  grantor ;  that  the 
statutory  right  of  redemption  for 
six  months  after  execution  of  writ 
of  possession  (2R  S.,  506,  sect.  33, 
84),  did  not  vary  its  effect  as  evi- 
dence in  subsequent  suits  between 
the  parties,  or  their  privies,  of 
what  was  adjudicated;  and  in  the 
absence  of  proof,  that  the  right  so 
adjudicated  did  not  still  exist, 
plaintiffs,  on  proof  that  they  had 
succeeded  to  that  right,  Wfere  en- 
titled to  a  judgment  for  the  re- 
covery of  possesion.  (Cogger  agt 
Lan»ng,(AN.  F.,  417.) 

8.  The  action  of  ejectment  now 
tests  not  only  the  nght  to  the  pK)s- 
session  but  the  title  under  which 
the  right  exists,  whether  in  fee, 
for  life,  or  for  years.    (Id.) 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


56S 


Digest 


9.  Some  of  the  plaintifib  were  in- 
fitots  ;  their  father  died  intestate. 
Hddf  that  their  rights  were  en- 
forceable by  their  mother  as  guar- 
dian in  socage.    (Id.) 

10.  Also,  ?ield^  that  plaintiffs  bemg 
the  holders  of  the  legal  title,  were 
the  proper  parties  to  enforce  it ; 
and  that  the  fact  that  they  held  it 
as  security  for  a  debt,  the  equit- 
able title  being  in  another,  could 
not  be  interposed  to  defeat  a  re- 
covery.   (Id) 

11.  One  coimt  of  the  complaint  set 
forth  the  value  of  the  use  and 
occupation  and  claimed  the  same 
as  damages.  Upon  the  trial,  evi- 
dence was  given,  without  objec- 
tion and  uncontradicted,  as  to  the 
value  of  the  use  and  occupation. 
The  court  directed  the  jury  to  find 
the  amount  so  proved  for  plain- 

-  tiffs,  "  for  withholding  the  posses- 
sion of  the  premises.^  This  was 
excepted  to  gener^y.  It  was 
urged,  upon  appeal  that  testimony 
of  the  value  of  the  use  and  occu- 
pation was  not  competent  upon  an 

.  issue  as  to  the  dama^  for  with- 
holding possession.  Held^  that  the 
allegation  in  the  complaint  was  a 
sufficient  claim  for  mesne  profits  ; 
and  that  no  exception  was  taken 
below  sufficient  to  present  the 
objection.    (Id.) 

12.  In  the  judgment  the  sum  recov- 
ered was  stated  to  be  as  damages 
for  withholding  possession.  JEMd, 
that  this  was  not  an  error  review- 
able upon  exception,  but  an  irregu- 
larity to  be  corrected  on  motion. 
(Id.) 

13.  Where,  during  the  pendency  of 
an  action  of  ejectment,  brought 
by  a  lessor  against  a  lessee,  under 
a  condition  of  the  lease  giving  a 
right  to  re-enter  in  case  of  non- 
payment of  rent,  the  lessee  sub- 
lets to  another,  who,  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  puts  in  a 
crop  upon  the  land,  which  is  har- 
vested, but  not   removed  there- 


firom  at  the  time  the  lessor  is  put 
into  possession  under  and  by  vir- 
tue of  the  judgment  in  the  eject- 
ment suit,  the  crop  J)elongs  to  the 
lessor  (Reynolds  and  Earl,  (7(7., 
dUienUng),  (Samson  agt.  Jtose^  65 
JV.  T.,  411.) 

14.  As  by  the  Revised  Statutes  (2  B, 
& ,  505,  sec,  80)  the  commencement 
of  an  action  of  ejectment  for  non> 
payment  of  rent  is  made  e<][uiva- 
lent  to  a  re-entry,  the  lessor  is  con- 
clusively presumed  to  have  taken 
possession  at  the  time  of  service 
of  the  complaint,  and  the  tenant, 
if  he  remains,  is  assumed  to  hold 
in  some  manner  consistent  with 
plaintiff  *s  paramount  right  of  i>o8- 
session,  and  when  the  latter  tt^es 
possession  at  the  termination  of 
the  action  such  possession  relates 
back  to  its  commencement  (Rbt- 

•  NOLD8  a7u2  Earl,  (7(7.,  dissenting). 
{Id.) 

15.  Any  crops,  therefore,  put  in  by 
the  tenant,  or  a  subtenant,  having 
notice,  subsequent  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  belong 
to  the  plaintiff  (Rbtkolds  ana 
Earl,  OC,  dissmting),    (Id.) 

16.  The  complaint,  in  an  action  of 
ejectment  brought  by  a  lessor,  did . 
not  state  that  it  was  brought  as  a 
matter  of  re-entry  for  non-payment 
of  rent,  but  simply  alleged  title  in 
plaintiff  and  wrongful  possession 
and  claim  by  defendant.  The  lat- 
ter, in  his  answer,  set  up  and 
claimed  under  the  lease,  and  it 
was  conceded  that  the  lease  was  a 
subsisting  one  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  action.  In 
an  action  of  replevin  brought  by 
the  lessor  to  recover  a  quantity, 
of  grain  raised  upon  the  demised 
premises,  ?ield  (Rbtkoldb  and 
Earl,  (7(7.,  dissenting),  that  it 
was  to  be  presumed  that  the  action 
of  ejectment  was  brought  upon 
the  condition  of  re-entry  in  the 
lease,  and  that  the  principles  above 
stated  as  to  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties to  the  crops  applied.    (M.) 
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EQUITY. 

1.  As  the  contract  of  life  insnrance 
is  a  peculiar  one,  and  as  it  is  fit 
and  proper  that  the  parties  should 
know  their  rights  under  such  a 
contract,  where  the  present  rights 
under  such  a  contract  are  denied, 
a  proper  case  is  made  out  for  the 
exercise  of  the  equitable  powers  of 
the  court.  {Matubac/t,  agt.  T^ie 
MetropoUtan  Life  Intnirance  Co.^ 
ante,  496.) 

2.  In  ordinary  cases  courts  will  not, 
in  advance  of  any  present  duty, 
obligation  or  default,  declare  the 
rights  and  obligations  of  suitors. 
They  will  do  it  where  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances render  it  necessary  to 
the  preservation  of  right.   {Id.) 

8.  Where  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint are  that  the  plaintiff  has 
tendered  the  premiums  due  and 
that  the  defendant  refused  to  re- 
ceive them  and  canceled  the 
policy: 

Hdd,  that  the  plaintiff  has  a 
standing  in  court  and  is  entitled 
to  the  relief  asked  for.    {Id,) 

4.  The  evidence  as  to  the  alleged 
false  representations  made  by  the 
assured  at  the  time  of  the  applica- 
tion for  the  policy,  considered^ 
criiieed  and  held  to  be  entirely  in- 
sufficient to  justify  the  court  in 
holding  that  at  the  time  of  the 
application  for  the  insurance  the 
assured  was  suffering  with  the 
disease  as  claimed  by  the  defend- 
ant   {Id,) 

5.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  restrain , 
by  injunction,  a  court-martial  from 
trying  one,  subject  to  its  jurisdic- 
tion, where  he  alleges  as  the  only 
ground  for  such  inunction,  that 
he  has  already  been  tried  upon 
the  same  charge,  and  that  he  ap- 

•  prehends  that  the  second  trial  will 
be  im&irly  conducted.  {PerauU 
agt.  Bmd,  10  Hun,  23d.) 

6.  A  suit  in  equity  to  rescind  an 
agreement   for  the   sale  of  real 


estate  because  of  defect  in  title  or 
want  of  power  in  the  vendor  to 
sell  cannot  be  maintained,  as  the 
party  has  a  perfect  defense  to  any 
action  brought  against  him  to  en- 
force the  contract  {Bruntr  agt 
J/a^«,64iV;r.,506.) 

7.  If  a  craft  of  any  kind  is  adapted 
for  use  in  any  employment  for 
which  a  canal  may  lawfully  be 
used,  and  is  actually  employed  in 
a  business  lawful  m  itself,  and 
does  .not  in  the  conduct  of  such 
business  unreasonably  or  unneces- 
sarily obstruct  the  navigation  of 
the  canal  by  other  vessels,  a  court 
of  equity  will  not  forbid  the  use 
of  the  craft  in  such  employment ; 
and  this,  although  some  obstruc- 
tion to  the  free  passage  of  vessels 
necessarily  results  from  the  pecu- 
liar employment  (PeopU^g^  BoT- 
tow,  64jy:r.,610.) 

8.  It  is  not  the  province  of  a  courfr 
of  equity  to  proscribe  one  branch 
of  a  bufidness  in  which  a  party  is 
engaged,  while  permitting  evciy 
other  branch  of  tne  same  business 
to  be  carried  on  in  the  same  local- 

.  ity  i&d  with   the   same    instru- 
mentalities.   {Id,) 

0.  Where,  imder  a  usurious  contract 
the  lender  conveys  to  the  borrow- 
er premises  at  a  price  greater  than 
their  actual  value,  giving  his  bond 
with  a  mortgage  on  the  premises 
for  the  agreed  price,  an  equitaUe 

'  action  by  a  sul^quent  grantee  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  to  set 
aside  the  mortgage  wfll  not  be 
sustained  without  requiring  iiim 
to  pay  the  actual  value  of  the 
property  when  the  mortgage  was 
executed.  He  is  not  a  "  lx)rrow- 
er  '*  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
of  1837  to  prevent  usury  {Chap. 
430,  Lam  of  1887).  {Bia»eU  agt 
KeOogg,  65  N,  F.,  432.) 


ESTOPPEL. 

1.  Where  a   mortgage   of   $20,000 
was  made  to  a  third  party  to  be 
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sold,  the  plaintiffs  purchasing  said 
mortgage  from  an  agent  of  the 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  and 
paying  for  the  same  $18,000,  and 
afterwards  receiving  $1,000  pay- 
ment on  the  dame;  at  die  time 
of  the  assignment  of  the  mort- 
gB^  to  plaintiffs,  the  mortgagor 
executed  and  delivered  the  usual 
mortgagor's  certificate,  upon  the 
faith  of  which  the  plaintiffs  took 
the  assignment : 

Held,  that,  the  plaintiffs  having 
relied  on  the  assurances  of  defend- 
ant, contained  in  the  certificate, 
in  taking  the  mortgage  the  de- 
fendant 18  estopped  from  setting 
up  usury  as  a  defense.  Hdd,  also, 
that  although  said  bond  and 
mortgage,  as  to  the  original  mort- 
'  ^agee,  had  no  legal  inception,  yet 
m  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs  it  is 
a  valid  and  subsisting  lien,  to  the 
extent  of  the  consideration  ad- 
vanced upon  it.  {Beal  Estate 
Tnut  Gampany  agt.  Mder  et  al.^ 
ante,  281.) 

2.  The  p]ainti£&  having  acquired  a 
valid  title  to  the  mortgage,  no  sub- 
sequent usurious  agreement  to 
extend  the  time  of  payment 
could  impair  or  avoid  the  original 
obligation.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  a  national  bank  indorsed 
upon  the  back  of  a  contract,  at 
the  time  it  was  made,  that  a  party 
had  on  that  day  deposited  with  it 
$2,500  '*  to  be  held  by  us  as  col- 
lateral security  for  the  faithful 
performance  of  the  within  con- 
tract," held,  that  it  was  within  the 
power  of  the  bank  to  enter  into 
contract.  That  even  if  the  con- 
tract were  ultra  vires,  yet,  as  it 
was  not  illegal,  the  bank  was  es- 
topped from  setting  up  that  de- 
fense, as  it  would  be  a  fraud  upon 
the  plaintiff  to  allow  it  to  do  so, 
he  having  entered  into  the  con- 
tract relying  thereon.  (Bushndl 
agt.  Ghautauque  Ckmnty  National 
Sank,  10  Hun,  378.) 

4.  Where  an  applicant  for  a  life 
policy  is  misled  by  the  agent  of 


the  insurance  company  into  mak- 
ing an  erroneous  reference  as  to 
his  family  physician  in  the  an- 
swers made  by  him  to  the  inter- 
rogatories put  to  him  on  such 
application,  the  company  is  estop- 
ped from  insisting  thereon.  {Hig- 
gins  agt.  Phanix  Mutual  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  10  Hun,  459.) 

When  insurance  company  estopped 
by  acts  of  agent.  (See  Gates  a^. 
JPenn.  Fire  Ins.  Go.,  10  Hun,  489.) 

Certificate  of  mortgagors  on  sale  of 
mortgage  to  third  parties  —  when 
it  operates  as  an  estoppel  to  plea 
of  usury  by  them,  (/we  NiehdU 
agt.  NuMQ/am,  10  Hun,  214.) 

When  party  estoppeii  from  denying 
the  legal  existence  of  a  corpora- 
tion. {See  Loanern^  Bank  agt. 
Jacoby,  10  Hun,  148.) 

Receiver  6f  bank — when  estopped 
from  questioning  acts  of  officers 
of.  {See  BosenSuik  agt.  Manuf 
and  Builders'  Bank,  10  Hun,  148.) 

5.  A  municipal  corporation  is  not 
estopped  from  asserting  the  in- 
validity of  its  bonds,  by  any  con- 
duct of  its  officers  or  agents,  or  by 
acts  of  acquiescence  and  approval 
on  the  part  of  the  inhabitants  of 
the  municipality;  after  knowledge 
of  the  facts.  {Weismer  agt.  Village 
ofD.,^N.T.,n.) 

When  party  estopped  from  assert- 
ing a  defect  not  set  up  in  return 
to  writ  of  mandamus.  (See  People 
ex  rel.  agt.  Green,  64  N.  7.,  499.) 


EVICTION. 

1.  Where  a  tenant  has  been  evicted 
by  the  landlord  from  a  portion  of 
the  demised  premises  of  substan- 
tial value,  he  cfMinoi  be  evicted  in 
summary  proceedings  for  non- 
pavinent  of  rent  so  long  as  such 
eviction  continues.  (Pe^e  ex  rel. 
Murphy  agt.  Gedney,  10  Hun,  151. 
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EVIDENCE. 

L  Defendants  sought  to  prove  by 
plaintiJETs  attorney  that  at  the  time 
of  the  service  of  the  papers  bv 
which  the  action  was  commenced, 
he,  plaintiff's  attorney,  had  told 
them  that  if  there  was  no  defense 
interposed  there  would  be  no  costs 
against  them,  the  defendants. 
This  evidence  was  objected  to  and 
rejected: 

Held,  that  the  evidence  offered 
was  immaterial  so  far  as  any  de- 
fense to  the  action  was  concerned, 
and  had  no  relation  to  any  such 
defense.  Under  a  general  denial 
no  such  matter  as  that  offered  to 
be  proven  was  admissible,  because 
not  set  up  or  suggested  by  the 
answer.  {Johnson  agt.  Carky^  ante, 
326.) 

8.  Where  another  action  similar  in 
most  respects  to  this  was  also 
pending  against  the  same  defend- 
ants in  favor  of  another  plaintiff, 
and  was  referred  to  the  same  re- 
feree, and  it  was  agreed  that  the 
cases  should  be  triea  together,  and 
the  evidence  taken  should  lEipply 
to  both  cases  so  far  as  the  same 
was  applicable,  and  it  was  so 
taken  without  any  statement  at 
the  time  by  the  counsel  for  either 
party,  as  to  which  case  it  was  to 
be  considered  as  taken  in  or  appli- 
cable to,  on  motion  by  defend- 
ants that  the  entire  evidence  of 
three  witnesses,  and  such  portions 
of  the  evidence  of  the  three  de- 
fendants and  four  other  witnesses 
named  and  all  other  witnesses  as 
related  to  certain  conversations  be 
stricken  out  on  the  ground  that 
the  same  was  inapplicable  thereto: 
Held,  that  under  the  circum- 
stances under  which  this  evidence 
was  taken  the  referee  could  not  be 
required  to  do  this.  A  wholesale 
motion  of  this  character  calling  for 
a  critical  review  of  such  a  mass 
of  evidence  without  any  definite 
specification  of  such  portions  as 
were  objected  to  ought  not  be 
granted.  And  this  is  especially  so 
where  a  considerable  portion  of 


the  evidence  asked  to  be  stricken 
out  had  been  taken  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  aXL  the  evidence  asked  to 
be  stricken  out  had  more  or  less 
bearing  upon  the  two  questions 
which  were  principally  litigated 
on  the  trial,  viz :  Whether  the  goods 
were  fraudulently  purchased,  and 
whether  the  defendants  as  as- 
signees, or  imder  color  of  the  as- 
signment, assumed  any  control 
over  them,    ild,) 

8.  The  circumstances  proved  on  the 
trial  tended  to  show  that  the  pur- 
diasers  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
were  insolvent,  and  knowing  their 
condition,  had  bought  the  goods 
knowing  that  they  would  be  un- 
able to  pay  for  them,  and  with  a 
preconceived  design  not  to  pay  for 
them: 

Held,  that  these  circumstances 
were  all  evidence  of  fraudulent 
intent.  The  existence  ofthe  fraudu- 
lent intent  in  such  a  case  is  a  mat- 
ter to  be  inferred,  if  at  all,  from 
circumstances,  and  in  general  does 
not  admit  of  more  direct  proof. 
The  question  of  fraudulent  intent 
is  more  or  less  speculative,  and  is 
often  materially  affected  by  cir- 
cumstances diflScult  to  represent 
in  their  full  force  by  any  state- 
ment of  the  evidence  to  an  appel- 
late court.  The  question  is  not 
whether  the  court  would  have 
foimd  upon  the  evidence  as  the 
referee  has  found,  but  whether 
there  was  evidence  before  him 
which  legitimately  tended  to  sus- 
tain the  &ding.    (Jd,) 

4.  The  proof  showed  that  the  defend- 
ants, as  assignees,  did  assume  to 
control  the  property  p\uT)orting  to 
be  assigned,  and  did  prevent  the 
plaintiff  from  peaceably  taking 
possession  thereof,  and  their  at- 
tempts to  evade  all  responsibilitv 
for  so  doing  by  professing  unwill- 
ingness to  accept  the  assignment, 
while  keeping  the  goods  under 
their  lock  and  key  and  makine 
evasive  replies  to  the  demands  of 
the  agents  and  attorneys  for  the 
plaintiff  were  unavailing  to  shield 
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themselves  from  responsibili^  as 
custodians  of  the  property,  if  not 

*  under  the  assignment,  at  least 
under  color  of  it.    (Id.) 

See  Reformation  of  Written  In- 
strument. 
Eedoi  agt.  Slevin^  ante,  856. 

See  UsxjRT. 

.  Wheaton  agt  VoorJus,  ante^  819. 

5.  Where  a  creditor  is  induced  to 
compromise  a  debt  ui)on  the 
receipt  of  fifty  cents  on  the  dollar 
by  means  of  Uie  false  and  fraudu- 
lent representations  made  to  him 

•  by  the  debtor  that  another  of  his 
creditors  has  agreed  to  accept 
such  compromise,  the  creditor 
may,  upon  discovering  the  falsity 
of  such  representation,  maintain 
an  action  against  the  debtor  to 
recover  the  damages  sustained  by 
reason  thereof,  (Wldtende  agt 
Hyman,  10  HuUy  218.) 

6.  As  in  such  an  action  the  damages 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff  depend 
upon  the  ability  of  the  debtor  to 
pay  more  than  a  moiety  of  his 
debts,  it  is  competent  to  ask  the 
witness  for  the  defense  whether 
the  defendant  held  property  or 
assets  suflacient  to  pay  over  fifty 
cents  on  the  dollar  of  his  liabih- 
ties.    {Id.) 

7.  A  judnnent  on  an  accounting  is 
receivable  as  evidence,  although 
recovered  after  the  action  in  which 
it  is  introduced  was  commenced, 
when  it  shows  that  the  defendant 
had  become  the  owner  of  the  claim 
against  the  plain  tiflf,  which  he  was 
entitled  to  set  up  as  a  counter- 
claim in  such  action.  (VaiL  agt. 
Tuthia,  lO'Ilun,  81.) 

8.  Where  money  is  deposited  with 
any  individual,  not  a  banker, 
trustee  or  agent,  upon  an  agree- 
ment that  he  shall  pay  interest 
thereon,  and  that  the  same  shall 
not  be  withdrawn  except  by  drafts 
payable  thirty  days  after  sight, 
no  presumption  of  payment  arises, 


nor  will  the  statute  of  limitations 
run  against  the  debt  until  it  is 
shown  that  drafts  drawn  against 
the  said  person,  in  pursuance  of 
the  agreement,  have  been  pre- 
sented and  di^onored.  It  rests 
upon  the  party  claiming  the  bene- 
fit of  the  statute  to  show  the  pre- 
sentation and  dishonor  of  such 
drafts.  (SuUivan  agt.  Fosdick,  10 
Hun,  178.) 

0.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  action  in 
which  the  question  at  issue  was 
the  number  of  loads  of  hay  deliv- 
ered at  a  particular  time,  a  wit- 
ness stated  that  he  could  not  then 
remember  the  number,  but  that 
he  knew  it  at  the  time  and  then 
told  it  to  the  plaintiff.  Subse- 
quently plaintiff  was  called  as  a 
witness  and  was  allowed,  against 
defendant's  objection  and  excep- 
tion, to  state  that  the  number  was 
fourteen.  Hdd^  that  the  evidence 
was  admissible.  (/SAeoragt  Van 
Dyke,  10  Hun,  628.) 

10.  Although,  usuallv  when  general 
reputation  is  relied  upon,  it  is  not 
competent  to  give  in  evidence  spe- 
cific acts,  either  to  sustain  or  to 
overthrow  such  general  reputa- 
tion, yet  when  testimony  as  to 
general  reputation  is  given  by  a 
witness,  he  may  be  asked  upon 
his  cross-examination,  with  a  view 
to  lessen  the  effect  of  his  testi- 
mony As  to  general  reputation,  or 
to  show  a  bias  in  favor  of  the 
party  who  has  called  him,  but  not 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the 
fact  to  be  proved,  whether  he  has 
not  heard  reports  which  tend  to 
contradict  the  purport  and  effect 
of  his  testimony.  (CarperUer  agt 
Blake,  10  Hun,  858.) 

11.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  action  in 
which  a  witness  has  been  exam- 
ined on  commission,  the  party  at 
whose  instance  it  was  issued,  may, 
after  reading  in  evidence  the  di- 
rect interrogatories  and  the  an- 
swers thereto,  read  in  evidence 
the  cross  interrogatories  and  an- 
swers, even  though  the  party  by 
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whom  they  were  framed  may  ob- 
ject to  his  80  doing.  (Marshall 
agt  Watertown  Steam  Engine  Co., 
10  Hun,  468.) 

12.  Although,  under  section  399  of 
the  Code,  a  party  to  an  action  may 
testify  as  to  a  conversation  be- 
tween the  deceased  and  a  third 
person  which  he  has  overheard,  so 
long  as  such  testimony  is  limited 
to  what  was  neither  a  personal 
transaction  nor  conununication 
between  the  witness  and  the  de- 
ceased, yet  tills  rule  does  not  pre- 
vail when  the  third  person  is  an 
agent  for,  and  is  acting  in  the 
interest  of  the  witness.  (Head 
agt  Teeter,  10  Hun,  548.) 

13.  Rules  of  evidence  are  at  all  times 
subject  to  modification  and  con- 
trol by  the  legislature,  and 
changes  thus  made  may  be  made 
applicable  to  existing  causes  of 
action.  (Hotaard  agt.  Moot,  tt4  N. 
r:,2Q3.) 

14.  An  act  declaring  any  circum- 
stance or  any  evidence,  however 
slight,  prima  fade  proof  of  a  fact 
is  valid.    (Id) 

15.  Accordingly  held,  that  the  act  to 
perpetuate  certain  testimony  re- 
specting the  title  to  the  Pulteney 
estate  (chap,  19,  Laws  of  1831), 
was  constitutional  and  valid.  (Id.) 

16.  Also  held,  that  the  legislature 
having  thereby  made  the  chan- 
cellor the  final  arbiter  to  deter- 
mine what  would  be  good  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  facts  stated, 
evidence  taken  in  due  form,  as 
prescribed  by  the  act,  accompa- 
nied by  the  opinion  of  the  chan- 
cellor, properly  given  and  certi- 
fied, to  the  effect  that  it  was  eood 
prima  fade  evidence  of  the  facts 
stated  was,  although  the  evidence 
was  hearsav,  competent  and  con- 
clusive in  the  absence  of  any  evi- 
dence to  controvert  it    (Id.) 

17.  This  court  will  take  judicial  no- 
tice of  the  fact  that  the  t met  of  land 


known  as  the  ** Pulteney  estate" 
was  ceded  by  the  State  of  New 
York  to  the  State  of  Massachusetts 
by  the  treaty  and  deed  of  cession 
executed  December  16,  1786,  and 
that  under  the  proper  authority. 
State  and  national,  the  Indian 
title  to  said  lands  has  been  extin- 
guished.   (Id.) 

18.  A  memorandum  relating  to  the 
terms  of  a  parol  contract,  made 
at  the  time  by  one  of  the  parties 
negotiating  the  contract,  and  read 
over  to  t^  others,  although  not 
itself  a  valid  contract,  is  compe- 
tent as  evidence  to  corroborate 
the  oral  evidence  as  to  the  terms 
of  the  contract;  the  memorandum 
does  not  make  the  oial  evidence 
incompetent.  (Lathrop  agt  Bram- 
Aa«,  64iV:y:,365.) 

19.  In  an  action  against  an  innkeeper 
for  the  loss  by  fire  of  goods  of  a 
^est  in  an  outbuilding,  the  de- 
fense was  that  the  fire  was  of 
incendiary  ori^.  The  question 
as  to  the  origin  of  the  nre  was 
contested.  Diefendant  offered  to 
show  that  on  the  night  of  the 
fire  an  attempt  was  made  to  fire 
another  building,  a  short  dis- 
tance from  the  barn  of  defend- 
ant, by  the  use  of  similar  means 
to  those  which  defendant's  evi- 
dence tended  to  show  were  used 
in  firing  said  bam.  This  evi- 
dence was  obiected  to,  and  objec- 
tion sustainedu  Held,  error  ;  that 
the  evidence  was  competent  as 
bearing  upon  the  question  of  the 
origin  of  the  fire.  (Faucett  agt 
NiMls,^N.  r..377.) 

20.  Where  Exemplary  or  punitive 
damages  are  claimed  in  an  ac- 
tion, all  the  circumstances  imme- 
diately connected  with  the  trans- 
actioir,  tending  to  exhibit  and  ex- 
plain the  motive  of  defendant  as 
to  show  upon  the  one  side  that  be 
acted  maliciously,  or.  upon  the 
other  that  he  acted  in  the  honest 
belief  that  he  was  justified  in 
What  he  did,  or  acted  under  the 
impulse    of    sudden    passion   or 
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alann  caused  by  plaintiff^s  con- 
duct, are  admissible  in  evidence. 
( VoUz  agt.  Blackmar,  64  K  F.,  440.) 

21.  It  is  competent  under  the  Code 
for  one  of  two  makers  of  a  prom- 
issory note,  in  an  action  upon 
the  note,  to  prove  by  parol  that 
he  signed  the  note  as  surety,  to 
enable  him  to  interpose  as  a  de- 
fense that  he  was  discharged  by 
an  extension  of  time  given  to  the 
principal  with  knowledge  of  the 
suretyBhip.  (Hubbard  agt.  Our- 
ney,  U  N.  T.,  457.) 

23.  Such  evidence  does  not  alter  or 
vary  the  written  contract,  as  the 
fact  proved  simply  operates,  when 
knowledge  of  it  is  brought  home 
to  the  creditor,  to  prevent  him 
from  chan^ng  the  contract  or 
making  a  different  one  with  the 
principal  debtor  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  surety,  or  from  impaii- 
ing  the  rights  of  the'  latter  by 
releasing  any  security  or  omitting 
to  enforce  me  contract  when  re- 
quested.   (Id) 

23.  The  authorities  upon  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  competency  and 
effect  of  such  evidence  collated 
and  discussed.    (Id.) 

24.  Plaintiff's  complaint  alleged,  in 
substance,  that  certain  bonds  be- 
longing to  the  estate  of  S.,  of 
whose  will  he  was  surviving  ex- 
ecutor, came  into  defendant's 
hands  as  the  personal  representa- 
tive of  M.,  a  deceased  executor, 
which  they  refused  to  deliver  up 
unless  plaintiff  would  pay  an  un- 
just claim  for  commissions,  which 
was  disputed  by  plaintiff,  but 
which  he  paid  in  order  to  obtain 
the  bonds.  Defendant's  answer 
alleged,  among  other  things,  that 
an  account  containing  charges  for 
the  commissions  claimed  was  de- 
livered to  plaintiff  at  his  request, 
examined  by  him  and  admitted 
to  be  correct  This  aUe^tion, 
after  plaintiff  had  given  evidence 
that  he  had  always  disputed  the 
claim,  defendant's  offered  to.prove 


on  trial.  The  offer  was  rejected. 
Hdd,  error ;  that  the  averment  in 
the  complaint  that  the  claim  was 
unjust  and  was  disputed  was 
necessary  in  order  to  show  that 
the  payment  was  involuntary ;  and 
it  being  put  in  issue,  defendant 
was  entitled  to  the  evidence 
offered  as  relevant  to  that  issue. 
(Sehoky  agt.  Mvmford,  64  iV:  F., 
521.) 

25.  In  an  action  to  recover  for  ser- 
vice rendered  to  a  boarder  sick 
with  cancer,  evidence  on  the  part 
of  plaintiff  was  received,  under 
objection,  that  the  health  of  his 
wife  was  injured  by  the  stench  of 
the  cancer.  Hdd^  no  error ;  that 
the  evidence  was  competent,  not 
to  lay  a  foundation  for  recovery 
for  the  loss  of  health,  but  to  show 
the  nature  of  the  services,  {fiey- 
nolds  agt.  Robinson,  64  JV.  F.,  589.) 

26.  Physicians  who  knew  the  value 
of  services  in  nursing  cancer 
cases,  and  who  were  acquainted 
with  the  case,  were  permitted  to 
give  their  opinion  as  to  the  value 
of  the  services  in  dressing  the 
cancer  and  caring  for  the  sick 
person.    Held,  no  error.    (Id,) 

27.  A  physician,  who  had  testified  to 
his  knowledge  of  cancer  cases  and 
of  the  value  of  services  in  caring 
for  them,  who  also  testified  to 
having  heard  the  evidence  of  other 
physicians  who  had  treated  and 
who  described  the  cancer,  and  had 
heard  the  testimony  of  plaintiff's 
wife  read,  but  who  had  no  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  case,  was 
asked :  "  What  would  be  the  value 
of  the  services  rendered  by  her  in 
nursing  and  dressing  the  cancer?" 
This  was  objected  to,  and  the 
answer  received  under  exception. 
Eidd,  error;  as  the  question  called 
upon  the  witness  to  assume  the 
correctness  of,  and  to  draw  infer- 
ences from,  the  evidence  of  other 
witnesses:  that  his  opinion  should 
have  been  obtained  by  stating  to 
him  an  hypothetical  case.    (Id.) 
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28.  A  party  to  ao  action  is  not  pro- 
hibited hj  section  899  of  the  Code 
from  testifying  to  a  transaction  or 
communication  between  himself 
and  a  deceased  agent  of  the  oppo- 
site party.  (HildebrarU  agt  Oraw- 
ford,  65  i\r.  r.,  107.) 

29.  He  may  testify  also  to  a  conver- 
sation, heard  by  him,  between  a 
principal  and  agent,  both  de- 
ceased, as  against  a  successor  in 
interest  of  the  principal.    (Jd.) 

80.  Parol  evidence  to  prove  the  con- 
tents of  a  lost  deed  should  show 
that  tlie  deed  was  duly  executed 
as  required  by  law,  and  should 
show  substantially  all  the  contents. 
The  testimony  of  a  witness  who 
has  simply  heard  the  deed  read, 
and  who  can  give  but  a  small  por- 
tion of  its  contents,  is  insufficient 
{Edwa/rds  agt.  Nayea,  ^  N.  F., 
125.) 

81.  A  provision  in  a  policy  of  fire 
insurance,  that  any  other  insur- 
ance thereafter  made  without  the 
consent  of  the  insurer  written 
upon  the  policy  will  render  it 
void,  may  be  waived  by  mutual 
consent^  which  may  be  proved  by 
oral  evidence.  {Pechner  agt.  P, 
Ins.  Co.y^N.  r.,  195.) 

82.  The  rule  prohibiting  the  recep- 
tion of  oral  evidence  to  vary  or 
modify  a  written  contract  has  no 
application  where  the  validity  or 
existence  of  the  contract  itself  is 
concerned;    (Id,) 

88.  It  seems,  that  a  condition  in  a 
written  instrument  not  under  seal, 
requiring  an  act  to  be  performed 
or  evidenced  by  a  statement  in 
writing,  may  be  waived  by  parol, 
and  that  a  parol  waiver  of  a  similar 
conditon  in  a  sealed  instrument 
may  be  upheld  in  equity  on  the 
theory  of  an  equitable  estoppel. 
(Id.) 

84.  In  an  action  upon  an  undertaking 
given  on  appeal,  the  return  by  the 
i^eriJGt   of  the  execution  unsatis- 


fied 18,  in  the  absence  of  odlu- 
sion  of  fraud,  conclusive,  and 
cannot  be  contradicted  by  evi- 
dence that  the  appellant  had 
property  out  of  which  the  execu- 
tion might  have  been  satisfied. 
(Humertan  agt.  Hay,  65  N.   Y,, 

85.  In  an  action  brought  to  set  aside 
a  conveyance  as  fraudulent  as 
against  the  creditors  of  the 
grantor,  it  appeared  that  the  deed 
upon  which  plaintiff's  judgment 
was  recovered  was  for  property 
sold  after  the  delivery  of  the  deed. 
The  grantor  was  allowed  to  tes- 
tify," under  objection,  that  he  in 
fact  purchased  the  property,  and 
other  property  for  which  other 
jud^ents  had  been  obtained 
against  him  as  ag^nt  for  his  son, 
and  that  he  did  no  business  on  his 
own  account  Hdd,  no  error ;  that 
the  judgments  conclusively  estab- 
lished that  as  between  mm  and 
the  plaintiffs  the  debts  were  his, 
and  he  was  liable  for  them  ;  but 
that  it  was  competent  to  show  that 
he  in  fact  acted  as  agent  for  his 
son,  and  as  between  mm  and  his 
SOD  the  debts  were  those  of  the 
latter  ;  and  that  as  plaintiff  could 
successfully  assail  the  deed  only 
by  showing  it  was  given  with  a 
view  to  continue  in  business,  to 
create  future  debts,  and  to  save 
his  property  from  them,  or  to  de- 
fraud his  future  creditors,  it  was 
competent  for  defendants  to  show 
that  the  grantor  did  not  in  fact 
carry  on  business  on  his  own  ac- 

,  count  or  actually  contemplate  the 
creation  of  fhture  debts.  (Teed 
agt.  Valentine,  65  N.  T„  471.) 

86.  In  an  action  of  ejectment  wherein 
the  plaintiff  claimed  title  under  a 
statutory  foreclosure,  the  affidavit 
of  service  of  notice  upon  the  mort- 
gagor was  to  the  effect  that  it  was 
served  by  mail,  addressed  to  him 
at  S.,  where,  "as  deponent  is  in- 
formed and  believes,  he  at  the 
time  resided,"  hdd  (Eakl,  C,  dis- 
senUng),  that  the  affidavit  did  not 
furnish  presumptive  evidence  of 
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service;  that  to  have  that  effect 
the  affidavit  must  be  of  a  person 
who  speaks  from  personal  knowl- 
edge. Mere  information  and  be- 
lief is  insafficient.  (Mowry  agt. 
Sanborn,  65  If.  F.,  58^.) 

S7.  As  to  whether,  in  such  case,  to 
sustain  the  proceedings,  oral  evi- 
dence may  be  given  showing  that 
the  mortgagor  did,  at  the  time, 
reside  at  the  place  to  which  the 
notice  was  directed,  qtuBre.    (Id,) 

88.  The  declarations  of  a  principal, 
made  subsequent  to  the  act  to 
which  they  relate,  and  not  as  part 
of  the  res  gmUSy  are  not  competent 
evidence  against  his  surety.  (Hatch 
agt  Elkins,  65  iV.  F.,  489.) 

• 

89.  Defendant  £.  executed  to  plain- 
tiffs a  bond  and  mortgage  under 
a  contract  by  which  they  agreed 
to  secure  to  and  indemnify  plain- 
tiffs from  loss  upon  an  .account 
with  B.  In  an  action  to  foreclose 
the  mortgage  wherein  the  only 
question  was  as  to  the  balance 
Que  upon  the  accounts,  plaintiffs, 
after  proof  that  two  statements  of 
accounts  had  been  delivered  to  B. , 
offered  them  and  they  were  re- 
ceived in  evidence,  under  objec- 
tion and  exception.  They  also 
were  permitted  to  ^ve  in  evi- 
dence, under  objection  and  ex- 
ception, a  letter  written  by  them 
to  B.,  atfter  the  account  was  closed, 
stating  the  balance  due,  and  an  in- 
dorsement thereon  byB.,  admit- 
ting it  to  be  correct  jBfeW,  error. 
(Id) 


EXAMINATION. 

1.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  action  in 
whioh  a  witness  has  been  exam- 
ined on  commission,  the  party  at 
whose  instance  it  was  issued,  iii&y> 
after  reading  in  evidence  the  di- 
rect-interrogatories and  the  answer 
thereto,  read  in  evidence  the  cross- 
interrogatories  and  answers,  even 
though  the  party  by  whom  they 
were  framed  may  object  to  his  so 


doing.    (MarshaU  agt.  WcUertoum 
Steam  Engine  Co.,  10  Hun,  468.) 


EXAMINATION  OP  A  PARTY. 

1.  The  examination  of  an  adverse 

Earty  before  trial  —  provided  for 
y  section  391  of  the  Code  —  is  a 
substitute  for  the  former  remedy 
by  bill  of  discovery.  The  court 
has  power  to  grant  an  order  for 
such  examination  only  where  a 
bill  of  discovery  would  previously 
have  been  sustained  in  equity. 
(PTuBnix  agt.  Ihipy,  ante,  158.) 

2.  Such  examination  is  not  an  abso- 
lute right  without  any  qualifica- 
tion, but  is  subject  to  the  rules 
and  principles  fonperly  applied 
bv  courts  of  equity  to  prevent 
abuse,  oppression  or  injustice,  and 
cannot  be  had  without  an  affidavit 
showing  that  the  discovery  sought 
was  of  some  matter  material  to 
the  establishment  of  a  cause  of 
action  or  of  a  defense,  and  how  it 
was  material,  so  that  the  party 
could  know  exactly  what  he  was 
called  upon  to  discover,  that  he 
micrht,  as  in  a  bill  of  discovery, 
object  to  it  as  immaterial  or  im- 
proper, or  if  willing  to  do  so,  admit 
it;  or  if  he  were  examined,  that 
the  jud^  mi^ht  confine  the  in- 
vestigation within  the  limits  of 
the  (flscovery  sought,    (id.) 

8.  In  the  restriction  imposed  upon 
the  right  of  discovery  before  the 
Code  (which  applies  equally  to  the 
examination  oi  a  party  before  trial, 
provided  for  by  this  section^,  it  is 
well  settled  that  a  party  could  not 
be  compelled  to  discover  any 
matter  which  might  subject  him 
to  a  penalty,  a  forfeiture  or  a 
criminal  prosecution.    (Id.) 

4  In  an  action  for  libel,  where  the 
affidavits  —  on  which  the  order  for 
the  defendant's  examination  be- 
fore trial  were  granted — stated 
that  the  plaintiff  would  endeavor 
upon  such  examination  to  disclose 
that  the  letters  which  constitute 
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the  libel  for  which  the  actions  are 
brought  were  published  by  the 
defendant;  that  they  were  pub- 
lished in  malice;  that  they  were 
received  by  the  parties  to  whom 
they  were  addressed,  and  that  in 
consequence  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured: 

Heldy  that  the  discovery  which 
the  plaintiff  seeks  is  to  compel  the 
defendant  to  disclose  whether  he 
has  published  a  libel,  or,  in  other 
woras,  whether  he  has  been  guilty 
of  a  criminal  offense  for  which  he 
could  be  indicted  and  punished, 
and  is  within  the  restrictions  im- 
posed, therefore  the  plaintiff  has 
no  right  to  the  discovery  sought. 

EXCESSIVE  DAMAGES. 

1.  In  actions  for  personal  ii\furie8  the 
court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  of  excemve  damages, 
unless  the  damages  are  so  outra- 
geous as  to  strike  every  one  with 
Uie  enormity  and  injustice  of 
them,  and  so  as  to  induce  the 
court  to  believe  that  the  jury  must 
have  acted  from  passion,  prejudice, 
partiality  or  corruption.  {Cfaie 
agt.  New  York  Central  and  Hudson 
Riter  Railroad  Co,,  ante,  885.) 

2.  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  dam- 
ages are  too  high,  and  that  U 
would  have  given  much  less.  It 
is  the  judgment  of  the  jury,  and 
not  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
which  is  to  assess  the  damages  in 
actions  for  personal  torts  or  ir^u- 
ries,    (Id.) 

3.  Although  there  are  cases  in  which 
the  court  has  sometimes  reduced 
verdicts  where  the  damages  were 
excessive,  it  would  seem  to  be  a 
doubtful  practice  in  actions  for 
personal  injuries.  A  jury,  and  a 
jury  only,  under  the  laws  of  our 
state,  unless  otherwise  agreed 
upon  by  the  parties,  is  the  b<5y  to 
whom  the  duty  of  assessing  dam- 
ages in  actions  of  this  character  is 
confided,  and  the  law  which  ena- 


bles a  judge  to  fix  and  limit  a 
Tetco^ery  after  wrdiet  would  seem 
to  apply  e<iuallv  as  well  to  a  case 
before  verdict,    (id. ) 

4  The  better  practice  would  seem 
to  be,  where  the  verdict  is  so  ex- 
cessive as  to  justify  the  conclusion 
that  it  is  the  result  of  partiality, 
preludice  or  corruption,  to  set  "it 
asiae  and  order  a  new  trial,  and 
thus  allow  a  new  jury  to 
the  damages.    {Id.) 


EXECUTION. 

1.  No  execution  against  the  body  of 
any  party  shall  issue  while  there 
is  an  execution  against  his  prop- 
erty not  returned.  The  official 
return  of  an  execution  against 
property,  unsatisfied  in  whole  or 
in  part,  is  a  condition  precedent  to 
final  process  against  the  person. 
(Ifew  York  Chiaranty  and  Indem- 
nity Co.  agt.  Oleason  et  al^  ante, 
122.) 

2.  Where  it  appears  that  the  appli- 
cants were  arrested  on  June  5, 
1875,  that  judgment  against  them 
and  their  co-defendants  was 
entered  January  8, 1876,  and  exe- 
cution against  property  was 
thereupon  issued,  which  is  still 
outstanding ;  that  plaintiff  has 
endeavored  to  procure  the  return 
of  such  execution  by  a  rule  against 
the  late  sheriff  to  whom  it  was 
issued,  but  that  the  motion  was 

,  denied  on  the  ground  that  a  war- 
rant of  attachment  was  issued  in 
the  action  on  the  1st  of  Novem- 
ber, 1878,  and  levied  on  property 
that  appeared  to  belong  to  de- 
fendants or  some  of  them;  that, 
prior  to  the  receipt  of  such  war- 
rant by  the  sheriff,  he  had  levied 
upon  the  same  f^roperty  under 
and  by  virtue  of  other  warrants  of 
attachment  issued  against  the  said 
defendants  or  some  of  them,  in 
actions  which  are  still  pending  and 
at  issue,  but  which  have  not  yet 
been  brought  to  trial ;  and  that 
until  the  validity  and  efkct  of  such 
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prior  attachments  have  b^n  ascer- 
tained and  determined  by  the 
rendition  of  judgments  in  such 
other  actions,  it  cannot  be  known 
whether  the  proceeds  of  the  prop- 
erty attached,  or  any  part  thereof, 
will  be  applicable  to  the  execu- 
tion herein: 

Held,  that  such  a  state  of  facts 
is  **good  cause  shown"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  why 
the  defendants  should  not  be  dis- 
charged from  custody  on  account 
of  the  plaintifTs  neglect  to  charge 
him  in  execution  within  three 
montlis  after  the  entry  of  judg- 
ment.   (Id.)        . 

8.  The  mere  omission  to  issue  exe- 
cution against  the  person  within 
the  time  limited  does  not  consti- 
tute the  condition  upon  which  the 
exercise  of  the  power  to  discliarge 
an  imprisoned  debtor  from  custo- 
dy depends.  To  warrant  the 
invocation  of  such  power,  or  its 
interposition,  there  must  have 
been  a  negligent  omission  to  issue 
such  execution.  There  can  be  no 
possibility  of  neglecting  to  do  that 
which  cannot  be  done.    (IdS) 

Action  against  sheriff  for  failure  to 
return  —  return  of,  nuUa  bona  after 
commencement  of  action — effect 
of.  {See  Becketein  agt.  6ammUy  10 
Euny  685. 

4.  An  execution  against  real  prop- 
erty, issued  after  the  death  of  the 
judgment  debtor,  is  absolutely 
void  as  a^Dst  those  having  in 
their  hand  any  portion  of  the  real 
estate  of  the  deceased  affected  by 
the  judgment  who  have  not  been 
made  parties  to  proceedings  au- 

•  thorized  by  the  law  to  revive  the 
judgment  against  said  estate.  (Wdl- 
hee  agt  Smnton,  64  iV.  F.,  188.) 

5.  It  is  essential  to  the  validity  of 
such  an  execution  that  its  issuing 
be  authorized  by  judgment  in  pro- 
ceedings, under  section  376  of  the 
Code  JOT  the  enforcement  of  the 
judgment.    {Id.) 


6.  It  is  not  optional  with  the  judg- 
ment creditor  to  proceed  under 
that  section  or  under  section  284  ; 
the  latter  is  only  applicable  where 
there  has  been  a  delay  for  five 
years  in  issuing  execution,  and  the 
judgment  debtor  is  still  living.  {Id.) 

7.  Said  section  876  is  not  repealed  or 
affected  by  the  act  of  1850  {chap. 
295,  Laws  of  1850)  making  the 
leave  of  the  surrogate  necessary  to 
the  issuing  of  an  execution  after 
death'of  the  judgment  debtor;  this 
is  simply  an  additional  require- 
ment.   {Id.) 

8.  As  to  whether  heirs,  devisees  or 
terre-tenants  can  avail  themselves 
of  irregularities  in  proceedings 
before  Uie  surrogate  to  defeat  a 
title  to  real  property  acquired  un- 
der a  sale  by  virtue  of  an  execu- 
tion authorized  to  be  issued  by 
the  surrogate,  gucBre.    {Id.) 

0.  The  estate  and  interest  of  a  cor- 
poration in  real  property,  although 
it  may  be  but  an  easement,  is  sub- 
ject to  levy  and  sale  on  execution, 
as  property  distinguished  from  the 
franchise  of  the  coiporation.  {Ev. 
Orphan  Home  agt  Buff.  H.  Aian., 
64  if.  r.,  662.) 

10.  A  tender  to  a  sheriff  by  the  judg- 
ment debtor  of  the  full  amount 
collectible  upon  an  execution  in 
the  hands  of  the  former  discharges 
the  lien  of  the  execution  upon 
property  levied  by  virtue  thereof; 
and  in  case  of  a  refusal  to  accept 
the  tender,  and  a  subsequent  sale 
of  the  property  under  the  execu- 
tion, an  action  for  conversion  will 
lie.  {Tiffany  agt.  St.  John  65  If. 
F.,  814.) 

11«  In  such  an  action  it  appeared 
that  the  judgment  upon  which  the 
execution  was  issued  was  ren- 
dered by  the  Marine  Court  of  New 
York  city,  for  sixty-seven  dollars 
and  forty-four  cents.  As  the 
sheriff  was  proceeding  to  sell 
property  levied  upon,  plaintiff 
(the  judgment    debtor)  tendered 
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$120.  The  8heri£f  refused  to 
accept,  claiming  the  tender  to  be 
insufficient.  Plaintiff  thereupon 
forbade  the  sale,  but  the  sheriff 
proceeded  with  it  Defendant 
(the  judgment  creditor)  was  pres- 
ent and  within  hearing  distance 
at  the  time  of  the  conversation, 
and  subsequently  was  heard  to 
converse  respecting  the  tender  he 
.  bid  upon  the  property.  Eddy 
that  the  tender  was  prima  facU 
sufficient  in  amount ;  that  if  de- 
fendant was  aware  of  the  facts 
he  was  liable  for  the  conveinsion  ; 
and  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  the  submission 
of  that  question  to  the  Jury.    {Id) 


BXEOUTORS  OR  ADMINI&- 
TRATORS 

1.  The  personal  representatives  of 
a  deceased  judgment  creditor,  in 
whose  lifetime  an  execution  was 
issued  upon  the  judgment  and 
returned  unsatisfied,  may,  upon 
showing  that  fact,  and  giving 
proof  that  letters  testamentary  or 

.  of  administration  had  been  issued 
to  them,  have  an  order  for  the  ex- 
amination of  the  defendant  in  pro- 
ceedings supplementary.  ( WaUcer 
agt.  Donovan^  aiUe^  3.) 
# 

2.  It  is  not  necessary  in  such  a  case, 
before  the  personal  representative 
can  proceed  to  enforce  the  judg- 
ment that  the  action  should  be 
revived  and  continued  in  their 
name.    {Id.) 

3.  By  the  amendment  of  section  288 
of  the  Code  in  1866,  it  was  pro- 
vided that  in  case  of  the  death  of 
the  person  in  whose  favor  the 
judgment  was  given,  his  personal 
representatives  duly  appointed 
might,  at  any  time  witlun  five 
years  after  the  entry- of  the  judg- 
ment, enforce  it  by  execution. 
Since  this  amendment,  it  is  no 
longer  necessary  to  bring  an  action 
on  the  judgment  in  the  nature  of 
a  icire  facia$  to  have  the  executor 
or  administrator  made  a  party  to 


the  judgment  to  enable  him  to 
institute  summarr  proceedings  to 
reach  the  equitable  assets  of  the 
debtor.    {Id,) 

4.  The  affidavit  upon  which  the 
order  for  the  examination  of  the 
defendant  is  asked  must  set  forth 
the  iudgmmt;  that  the  party  who 
applies  for  the  order  is  the  sole 
executor  or  administrator  of  the 
judgment  creditor;  that  an  execu- 
tion was  issued,  and  the  date  of 
it;  that  it  was  returned  unsatisfied; 
that  the  judgment  creditor  is  dead, 
and  that  letters  testamentary  or  of 
administration  were  duly  issued  to 
him,  and  that  he  duly  qualified 
and  has  ever  since  acted  as  his 
executor  or  administrator.  {Id,) 

5.  Where  a  person  advances  money 
to  one  of  two  executois  and  re- 
ceives as  security  therefor  scrip  of 
bank  stock  belonging  to  the  estate, 
he  liavingat  the  time  reason  to- 
know  and  believe  that  the  money 
was  not  borrowed  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  estate  but  for  the  pri- 
vate use  of  such  executor: 

Held,  that  the  lender  of  the 
monej  cannot  hold  the  stock  as 
secunty  fbr  the  advances,  nor  com- 
pel a  transfer  to  him  of  the  stock 
on  the  books  of  the  bank.  (Ia 
Baron  agt.  Long  Idand  Bank^ante, 
286.) 

6.  Where  any  executor  n^lects  to 
take  upon  himself  the  execution 
of  a  will,  any  power  of  sale  con- 
tained in  the  will  may  be  executed 
by  the  executor  or  executors  who 
shall  take  upon  themselves  the 
execution  of  such  will.  {ShifBr 
agt.  DieUiy  anis,  372.) 

7.  The  surrogate  has  power,  unda 
8  Revised  Statutes  (6£%  «d.,  page 
889,  Bee.  4),  to  punish  an  executor 
or  executrix  for  non-compliance 
with  a  decree  of  such  court,  made 
on  an  accounting,  directing  certain 
moneys  to  be  paid  to  a  party 
named  in  the  decree,  by  a  nne  Or 
imprisonment,  or  both,  where  such 
misconduct  was  calculated  to,  or 
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did,  defeat  the  rights  of  a  party  in 
a  matter  pending  in  such  court 
{Matter  of  Hafdm,  ants,  501.) 

8.  In  case  of  inability  to  perform 
the  requirements  imposed  by  such 
decree,  the  court  ordering  such 
imprisonment  may  relieve  Uie  per- 
son so  imprisoned  in  such  manner 
and  upon  such  terms  as  it  shall 
deem  Just  and  proper.    (Id,) 

0.  Though  the  scheme  of  the  stat- 
ute seems  to  contemplate  the  com- 
mitment first  ahd  the  relief  to  be 
sought  thereafter,  in  this  case  tes- 
timony was  taken  as  to  the  ability 
of  the  executrix  to  perform  the 
requirements  imposed  by  the  de- 
cree, to  the  end  that  the  rehef 
might  be  afforded  without  the 
formal  imprisonment,  if  a  proper 
case  should  have  been  made.  The 
evidence  established  beyond  doubt 
that  the  executrix  was  substan- 
tially without  the  means  of  per- 
forming the  decree,  and  that  her 
imprisonment  could  not  aid  the 
beneficiary: 

Mdd,  in&i  the  executrix,  being 
widow  of  the  deceased,  and  as 
dowress  having  an  interest  in  the 
premises,  that  interest  should  be 
devoted  to  reimbursing  the  claim- 
ant; and  that  she  shotSd  be  com- 
mitted to  prison  until  she  should 
Eay  the  sum  required  to  be  paid 
y  said  decree,  and  costs,  unless 
she  should  execute  a  release  of  so 
much  of  her  interest  in  the  prem- 
ises, and  to  the  rents  thereof^  as 
should  be  necessary  to  cover  such 
sums.    (Id.) 

10.  By  Laws  of  1867  (chap,  782,  see. 
5),  a  discretion  is  conferred  upon 
the  surrogate  to  refuse  the  appli- 
cation for  letters  testamentary  or 
letters  of  administration  of  any 
person  unable  to  read  and  write. 
Henceforth  such  applications  will 
be  refused  unless  specially  ordered 
by  the  surrogate.    (Id.) 

11.  By  the  statute  (Lam  of  1877, 
eluq).  208),  any  person  acting  as 
executor  or    administrator,  who 


converts  to  his  own  use,  or  fraudu- 
lently withholds  any  money,  goods, 
{>roperty,  rights  in  action,  &c.,  be- 
onging  to  an  estate,  is  guilty  of 
embezzlement,  and  punishable  by 
fine  and  imprisonment,    (Id.) 


EXTRA  ALLOWANCE. 

1.  On  an  appeal  from  a  surrogate's 
pourt  an  extra  allowance  of  costs 
may  now  be  panted  under  section 
309  of  the  Code  of  Procedure. 
Such  an  appeal  is,  for  all  purposes 
of  costs,  an  action  at  issue  on  a 
question  of  law,  and  its  determi- 
nation constitutes  a  trial  within 
the  meaning  of  the  section.  (Dvr 
puy  agt.  Wurte,  ante,  48.) 

2.  A  demurrer  to  a  complaint  is  the 
interposition  of  a  defense,  and  is 
sufficient  witliin  the  meaning  of 
section  309  of  the  Code  to  entitle 
a  defendant  in  a  proper  case  to  an 
extra  allowance.  (Moulton  agt. 
Beecher^ante,  86.) 

8.  The  motion  for  an  extra  allow- 
ance in  this  case  was  pending  when 
the  bill  of  costs  was  served,  and 
defendant's  attorney  insisted  that 
the  costs,  if  to  be  paid,  would  be 
received  only  on  condition  that  the 
pending  motion  for  an  extra  al- 
lowance should  not  be  prejudiced. 
Plaintiff's  attorney  thereupon  ten- 
dered tlie  same  unconditionally, 
and  left  the  amount  on  the  table 
in  the  office  of  defendant's  attor- 
ney: 

HeUd,  that  there  had  not  been 
such  a  final  adjustment  of  costs  as 
to  preclude  the  motion  for  an 
extra  allowance  (Affirming  8.  O,  at 
Special  Term,  62  i/5«o.,  230).    (Id.) 


FALSE  REPRESENTATIONS. 

1.  Courts  of  equity  refuse  to  inter- 
fere in  bebali  of  persons  who  claim 
property  in  a  trade-mark,  acquired 
by  advertising  their  wares  under 
representations  which  are  false. 
(Seabwry  agt.  Qrowenor,  ante,  192.) 


576 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  ^lEPORTa 


Digest. 


d.  To  create  a  liability  for  damages 
<XHisequent  upon  representations 
alleged  to  be  false,  the  plaintiff 
must  show,  first,  that  the  repre- 
sentation was  untrue;  second,  that 
the  defendant  knew  it  was  untrue ; 
third,  that  the  defendant  made  the 
representation  with  intent  to  de- 
ceive; fourth,  that  the  plaintiffs 
acted  in  reliance  on  the  defend- 
ant's representation,  under  circum- 
stances in  whicH  they  had  a  right 
to  rely  thereon;  fifth,  that  they 
were  deceived  thereby,  and  so  in- 
duced to  change' their  relation  to 
the  subject,  to  their  damage. 
(Babcoek  agt.  IMey,  ante,  255.) 

8.  The  gist  of  the  action  for  deceit 
is  the  fraudulent  intent  with  which 
the  representation  is  made;  that 
intent  is  not  established  by  proof 
merely  of  the  falsity  of  the  repre- 
sentation; knowledge,  when  it  was 
made,  by  the  party  making  it,  that 
It  was  false,  must  be  shown.   (Id.) 

4.  The  plaintiffs  having  been  ap- 
plied to,  to  sell  their  wool  to  the 
steam  woolen  company,  wrote  to 
A.  T.  Stewart  as  follows:  **The 
Utica  Steam  Woolen  Company 
offer  to  buy  of  us  quite  a  quantity 
of  wool  at  four  months.  Now  we 
tmderstand  you  are  selling  their 
goods,  and  have  a  lien,  &c.,  on 
ttielr  mills.  If  we  sell  them  the 
amount  of  wool  over  100  M.,  we 
shall  be  obliged  to  sell  some  of  the 
paper,  perhaps  all.  Will  you  buy 
it?  If  so,  what  will  you  give  for 
it?  If  vou  do  not  feel  like  taking 
hold  or  it,  please  give  us  your 
views  as  to  their  ability  to  pay, 
and  very  much  oblige.**  To  which, 
by  direction  of  defendant  Libbey, 
without  any  knbwledge  of  Mr. 
Stewart,  the  following  answer  was 
written,  upon  which  the  present 
action  was  founded:  **  Your  favor 
of  sixth  inst,  to  our  Mr.  Stewart, 
is  before  us.  The  Utica  S.  W.^Co. 
consign  to  us  all  their  goods,  for 
which  we  have  a  ready'  sale. 
Sometimes  sold  largely  ahead  of 
Uieir  product  on  order.  We  can 
only  form   an  opinion  of   their 


management  from  the  period  they 
have  been  in  connection  with  us. 
As  far  as  we  can  judge,  they  have 
made  money.  They  say  they  have 
done  better  than  at  any  former 
period.  We  have  taken  consider- 
able orders  ahead  for  their  sprinc 
production,  and  anticipate  a  good 
season  for  their  labncs.  'Jfhey 
have  nothing  to  conceal  in  regard 
to  their  position,  and  we  do  not 
doubt  will  fairly  answer  all  your 
inquiries.  We  never  buy  paper, 
either  manufacturers'  or  traders*." 

Held,  first.  That  it  was  true  the 
steam  woolen  company  had  so  con- 
signed their  goods  to  A.  T.  Stewart 
&  Co.,  since  August,  1867,  and  the 
goods  manufactured  by  the  steam 
^  woolen  company,  were  sold  in 
advance  of  their  production.     * 

Second.  To  allow  the  jury  to 
find  that  the  following  statement 
in  defendant's  letter,  i.e.,  **  As  far 
as  we  can  judge,  they  have  made 
money;  they  say  they  have  done 
better  than  at  any  former  period," 
was  willfully  and  fraudulently 
false,  from  the  ordinary  cautions 
of  the  commission  merchant  to 
his  consignor,  not  to  draw  drafts 
in  advance  of  the  agreed  percent- 
age, or  the  increase  of  the  firm 
debt,  would  be  manifestly  tinsafe. 
In  the  absence  of  pre^)onderating 
proof  in  favor  of  that  of  guilt,  the 
jury  should  not  be  allowed  to 
guess.  The  presumption  of  inno- 
•  cence  cannot  be  overcome  by 
showing  facts  consistent  witn 
guilt,  but  by  those  which  are  in- 
consistent with  and  negative  the 
former. 

Third.  Although  A.  T.  Stewart 
&  Co.  held,  at  the  time  of  writmg 
the  letter,  not  only  a  mortgage 
upon  the  real  estate  and  machinery 
of  the  steam  woolen  company,  but 
also  a  chattel  mortgage  ui>on  the 
personal  property,  of  which  de- 
fendant failed  to  speak : 

Held,  that  the  words  in  plain- 
tiflls*  letter,  ''Now,  we  tmderstand 
you  are  selling  their  ^oods,  and 
have  a  lien,  dtc,  upon  Sktir  millM" 
would  lead  the  party  to  whom  such 
communication  was  addressed,  to 
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suppose  that  the  lien  was  known^ 
to  plaintifis,  and  that  the  object 
of  the  writer  was  to  ascertain 
whether  A.  T.  Stewart  &  Co. 
would  buy  the  company's  paper 
and,  if  not,  what  were  their  views 
as  to  the  ability  of  the  company 
to  pay.  No  iury  would  l^e  war- 
ranted in  finding  that  the  defend- 
ant, with  intent  to  deceive,  sup- 
pressed information  as  to  the  liens. 

5.  The  plaintiffs  having  been  in- 
formed as  to  the  lien,  and  one  of 
them  having  been  in  Utica,  where 
the  clerk's  office  of  Oneida  county 
is  located,  before  a  pound  of  wool 
had  been  delivered,  had  no  right 
tb  be  deceived.  If  he  made  no 
inquiries,  it  was  such  gross  care- 
lessness, that  it  cannot  to  excused. 

6.  The  Utica  Steam  Woolen  Com- 
pany, by  its  articles  of  association, 
ceased  to  exist  February  27, 1866. 
When  the  mortgages  were  made 
to  A.  T.  Stewart  «&  Co.,  there  was 
no  corporate  existence,  and  no 
valid  liens  were  thereby  created. 
From  the  fact  .that  both  plaintiffs 
and  defendant  dealt  with  the 
woolen  company,  as  though  its 
corporate  existence  had  not  ended, 
it  is  assumed  that  all  were  ignorant 
of  its  dissolution : 

Held,  that  this  action,  which 
rests  upon  an  alleged  suppression 
of  the  truth  as  to  the  existence  of 
supposed  liens  by  mortgage,  can- 
not be  maintained  when  no  valid 
incumbrances  in  fact  existed,  and 
when,  consequently,  no  existing 
actual  fact  was  suppressed.    {IcL) 

7.  If  the  defendant  intended  to  de- 
ceive the  plaintiffs  as  to  the  solv- 
ency of  the  woolen  company, 
supposing  it  to  have  been  a  corpo- 
ration, which  it  was  not,  represent- 
ing it  as  solvent,  believing  other- 
wise, if  it  was  solvent  in  fact,  by 
reason  of  the  pecuniary  responsi- 
bility of  those  who  caiirted  it  on, 
the  plaintiffs  have  sustained  no 
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damage  by  such  representation. 
(Id.) 

8.  If  the  defendant  was  guilty  of 
subsequent  conduct,  which  in- 
duced the  plaintiffs  to  act  upon  the 
belief  that  they  had  parted  with 
their  ^oods  to  a  corporation,  when 
it  had  not,  and  thus  lost  their 
remedies,  such  8ub8eq[uent  con- 
duct, and  not  the*origmal  repre- 
sentation, must  be  coimted  upon, 
and  set  forth  in  the  pleadings  as 
the  ground  of  recovery.    (Id,) 

9.  No  rule  of  law  will  justify  a  re- 
covery upon  a  true  representation, 
because  the  party  making  it  sup- 
posed it  to  be  otherwise.    (Id.) 

10.  If  the  recommendation  is  of  A, 
and  the  sale  is  made  to  B,  no 
action  can  be  predicated  upon  it, 
unless  the  party  recommending, 
induces  the  other  to  believe  B  is  A. 
When  that  does  not  occur,  no 
action  will  lie.    (Id.) 

11.  This  action  was  brought  to  recov- 
er damages  for  £edse  and  fraudu- 
lent representations  made  by  the 
defendant  upon  the  sale  of  a  norse. 
The  complaint  alleged  that  the 
false  and  fraudulent  representa- 
tions were  made  in  a  warranty 
contained  in  the  contract  of  sale, 
with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud 
the  plaintiff.  The  defense  was 
infancy.  Held,  that  as  the  plain- 
tiff hail  not  disaffirmed  the  con- 
tract, or  returned  or  offered  to 
return  the  horse,  that  he  was  not 
entitled  to  recover.  (IlewiU  agt. 
Wa/rren,  10  Uun,  .560.) 

12.  The  proper  remedy  in  such  a 
case  woula  be  to  return  or  to 
offer  to  return  the  horse,  and  thus 
put  the  infant  in  the  position  of  a 
mere  wrong-doer,  unjustly  keep- 
ing what  he  had  fraudulently  ob- 
tained.   (Id.) 

18.  Where  the  substantive  ground  of 

the  action  is  contract,  as  well  as 

.    where  the  contract  is  stated  as 
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inducement  to  an  allied  tort^  in- 
fancy is  a  defense.    (7a.) 


FINDINGS  OP  LAW  AND 
PACT. 

1.  It  ieems^  that  if,  in  an  action  for 
negligence,  tried  bv  a  referee;  an 
express  finding  of  fact  that  de- 
fendant was  guilty  of  negligence 
is  necessary  to  uphold  a  judgment, 
a  finding  to  that  effect,  although 
included  in  the  conclusions  of 
law,  is  sufficient.  {Sherfnan  agt. 
K  R  R  R.  Co.,  64  N,  F.,  254.) 


*  FORECLOSURE. 

L  The  plaintiff  conveyed  to  de- 
fendant a  tract  of  land  four  hun- 
dred and  ten  feet  by  one  hundred 
and  nine  Teet  ten  inches,  which 
had  always  been  used  as  one  resi- 
dence, and  took  back  a  purchase- 
money  mortgage  thereon.  Sub- 
sequently the  defendant,  without 
the  assent  of  the  plaintiff,  made  a 
map  of  the  land,  and  laid  out  an 
avenue  sixty  feet  wide  through 
the  middle  thereof  and  two  lanes 
upon  the  ends,  which  were  opened, 
but  never  dedicated  to  the  public. 
Upon  a  sale  under  a  foreclosure 
of  the  mortgage,  the  defendant 
Insisted  that  the  land  should  be 
sold  according  to  the  lots  laid 
down  on  the  map.  Hddy  that  the 
sheriff  was  right  in  refusing  so  to 
do,  and  in  selline  the  land  In  one 
tract.  (Lane  agt.  Conger,  10  Eun,  1.) 

2.  Where,  in  an  action  brought  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage,  a  subs-equent 
incumbrancer,   who    is   raaae   a 

gartjr  defendant  thereto,  applies, 
1  his  own  behalf  for,  and  secures 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises,  he  is  entitled  to 
retain  the  amount  collected  by  the 
receiver  as  against  tlie  claim  of  a 
prior  mortgagee  whose  debt  the 
amount  realized  upon  the  sale  of 
ihe  mortgaged  property,  under 


the  judgment  entered  in  the  action, 
has  been  insufficient  to  satisfy. 
(Washington  Life  Ins.  Co.  agt. 
Fleischauer  10  Hun,  117.) 

3.  In  an  action  brought  to  foreclose 
a  mortgage,  the  mortgagor  and 
exe<2utor  of  a  person  to  whom  a 

Eortion  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
ad  been  conveyed,  he  having 
agreed  to  pay  a  portion  of  the 
mortgage,  were  made  parties  de- 
fendant, the  executor  being  noti- 
fied that  no  personal  judgment 
would  be  taken  against  him.  A 
deficiency  having  arisen  upon  the 
sale,  a  judgment  for  deficiency 
was  entered  against  the  mortgagor. 
Subsequently,  this  action  was 
brought  against  the  executor  to 
recover  a  judgment  for  the  same 
deficiency  against  him.  Held, 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  main- 
tain Uie  action,  without  first  ob- 
taining permission  of  the  court  so 
to  do.  (Scofield  agt.  Dosclier^  10 
Uun,  682.) 

4.  One  asserting  a  right  under  a 
mortgagor  prior  to  the  mortgage, 
is  a  proper  party  to  an  action  for 
foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  and 
the  question  of  priority  is  proper 
to  be  determined  in  the  action. 
(Br(/um.  agt  Volkening,  64  iV.  F.,  76.) 

6.  Where  the  owner  of  a  mortgage 
has  pledged  the  same  as  colla^ral 
security  for  a  debt  less  than  the 
face  of  the  mortgage,  he  has  an 
interest  in  the  same  which  entitles 
him  to  bring  an  action  for  the 
foreclosure  of  the  mortgage.  In 
such  action  the  pledgee  is  a  ne- 
cessary party,  but  it  is  immate- 
rial as  lar  as  the  mortgagor  or 
other  parties  in  interest  are  con- 
cerned whether  he  is  made  a 
plaintiff  or  defendant.  {Simson 
agt.  SaUtrUe,  64  Jf.  T.,  657.) 

6.  A  judgment  in  an  action  for  par- 
tition 01  lands  held  by  partners  as 
tenants  in  common,  which  directs 
a  partition  by  commissioners,  and 
charges  a  mortgage  held  by  one 
of  the  partners  covering  the  un- 
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divided  interest  of  his  copartner 
upon  the  separate  share  of  the 
latter,  is  not,  where  no  division 
has  already  been  made,  a  bar  to  an 
action  for  the  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage.    (Beid  agt.  Gardner.  65 

N.  T.,m.) 

7.  To  give  proceedings  for  the  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage  by  adver- 
tisement under  the  statute  (2  R.  8. , 
545,  et  seq.)  any  validity,  service  of 
notice  oi  foreclosure  and  sale  upon 
the  mortgi^or^  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  me  statute  (sec.  8),  is  ab- 
solutely necessary  ;  and  to  ^ive 
the  aflOldavit  of  service  required 
bylthe  statute  {see,  10),  or  its  record 
or  a  certified  copy  thereof,  the 
effect  of  presumptive  evidence 
(dec,  12),  it  must  show  such  service. 
{Mawry  agt  Sanborn^  65  N,  F., 
581.) 

8.  In  an  action  of  ejectment  wherein 
the  plaintiff  claimed  title  under  a 
statutory  foreclosure  the  affidavit 
of  service  of  notice  upon  the  mort- 
gagor was  to  the  effect  that  it  was 
served  by  mail,  addressed  to  him 
at  S.,  where,  **  as  deponent  is  in- 
formed and  believes,  *  he  at  the 
time  resided,  held  (Earl,  (7.,  dU- 
9enting\  that  the  affidavit  did  not 
furni^  presumptive  evidence  of 
service  ;  that  to  have  that  effect 
the  affidavit  must  be  of  a  person 
who  speaks  from  personal  knowl- 
edge. 31  ere  information  and  belief 
is  msufflcient.    (Id,) 

9.  As  to  whether,  in  such  case,  to 
sustain  the  proceedings,  oral  evi- 
dence may  be  given  showing  that 
the  mortgagor  did,  at  the  time, 
reside  at  the  place  to  which  the 
notice  was  directed,  qucBre,    (Id.) 


FOREIGN  JUDGMENT. 

1.  Action  brought  upon  a  Louisiana 
judgment  obtained  in  1869  upon 
an  attachment  of  defendant's  real 
property,  the  "citation,"  i,  e., 
summons,  having  been  served  at 
the   defendant's  domicile  in  de- 


fendant's absence.  The  answer 
here  set  up:  First.  A  general  de- 
nial of  the  judgment  (on  informa- 
tion and  belief).  Second.  Lack  of 
personal  service  ofprocess  on  de- 
fendant. Third.  That  defendant 
never  appeared  in  person  or  by 
attorney  in  the  Louisiana  action, 
nor  litigated  nor  defended  the 
the  same  either  in  person  or  by 
attorney,  nor  did  he  have  anv 
knowledge  of  the  Louisiana  suit 
until  "long  after  the  judgment. 
Fourth.  Mha  debet.  Hdd,  that 
the  answer,  as  a  plea  in  bar,  is 
fatally  defective  In  order  to 
make  the  answer  sufficient,  there 
should  have  been  added  to  it  alle- 
gations showing  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  doimciled  in  Louisiana 
or  subject  to  the  laws  of  that  state, 
or  that  the  judgment  is  not  bind- 
ing there,  or  that  it  is  contrary  to 
natural  justice.  (0as9idy  agt 
Leetehy  ante,  105.) 

3.  A  foreign  judgment  rendered 
against  a  citizen  of  the  state  in 
wnich  it  is  pronounced,  stands  on 
a  very  different  footing  from  a 
foreign  judgment  agaiust  one  who 
owed  no  allegiance  to,  and  was  not 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
state  in  which  it  was  rendered. 
(Id.) 


FRAUD. 

• 

1.  Where  defendant,  in  the  fall  of 
1878,  began  business  as  a  tobacco 
merchant  with  a  cash  or  available 
capital  of  less  than  $2,000,  pur- 
chased from  plaintiffs  in  Novem- 
ber, 1875,  and  January,  1876, 
tobacco  to  the  amount  of  nearly 
$4,000,  and  at  the  same  time,  or 
shortly  after,  purchased  of  various 
other  parties  large  amounts  of 
tobacco,,  and  on  February  7th, 
1876,  made  an  assignment  return- 
ing his  entire  property,  at  a  valua- 
tion of  $1,400,  without  any  pre- 
tense of  any  loss  by  bad  deots  or 
otherwise  since  the  date  of  his 
purchase  from  plaintiffs: 
Held,  that  this  purchase  from 
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plaintiffs  without  any  pretended 
disclosure  of  the  conditicMi  of  his 
affairs,  or  anjr  reasonable  ground 
for  expectation  of  meeting  his 
obligatiODB,  was  fraudulent. 
{WdU  agt.  8dUng,  ante,  85.) 

2.  Where,  during  the  month  of  Jan- 
uary previous  to  his  assignment, 
the  defendant  obtained  credits  of 
various  parties  besides  the  plain- 
tiffs to  the  amount  of  $7,500  and 
fails  to  make  any  explanation  as 
to  its  disposition  or  to  show  how 
it,  together  with  what  he  pre- 
viously possessed,  culminated  in 
the  meagre  show  of  assets,  at  the 
time  of  his  assignm^it,  amount- 
ing to  less  than  $1,500  as  estimated 
by  himself: 

EMdy  that  he  is  thus  shown,  in 
in  the  absence  of  any  explanation, 
to  have  fraudently  disposed  of  his 
property  with  intent  to  defraud 
his  creditors,    (/d) 

8.  Where  the  defendant  disposed  of 
$2,800  to  his  uncle  in  the  latter 
part  of  January,  1876,  under  an 
assumed  indebtednes  to  him  in 
that  amount,  the  uncle  deposit- 
ing the  same  sum  in  bank  to  a 
newly*opened  account  on  the  third 
of  February,  the  defendant  reap- 
pearing on  the  first  of  March  in 
lull  possession  of  the  same  busi- 
ness he  had  previously  carried  on 
under  a  general  power  of  attorney 
from  his  wife,  and  with  capital 
evidently  afforded  her  by  the 
uncle  from  the  $2,800  that  had 
gone  through  the  formal  process 
of  the  payment  of  tlie  debt  to  the 
latter: 

Hdd^  that  this  transaction  of  the 
assumed  payment  to  the  uncle  of 
$2,800  was  a  fraudulent  disposition 
of  so  much  of  the  defendant's 
property  with  intent  to  defraud 
his  creaitors.    (Id.) 


FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCE. 

1.  On  the  14th  of  August,  1873,  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  a  widow,  and  | 
one  Jeptha  W.  Babcock,  a  widow- 


er, contracted  a  mutual  agree- 
ment to  marry.  At  this  time  each 
owned  and  possessed  r^  and 
personal  estates  of  about  equal 
amoiints  and  value.  Both  had 
children  of  former  marriages,  of 
adult  age.  On  the  eighteenth  of 
August  Jeptha  W.  conveyed  by 
deed  certam  real  estate  to  his  son 
and  daughter.  The  said  deeds 
were  voluntary  on  the  part  of  ihe 
grantor,  no  consideration  having 
been  paid  or  agreed  to  be  paid 
therefor  by  the  grantees.  On  the 
twenty-first  day  of  thesameWLu- 
gust  the  plaintiff  and  Jei^fcba  W. 
did  intermarry,  in  pursuance  of 
their  agreement  so  to  do.  The 
.  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  Uie  mar- 
riage had  no  information  that  her 
husband  had  conv^ed  all  his  real 
estate  to  his  children.  Aftelr  the 
marriage,  the  plaintiff,  upon  learn- 
ing that  said  conveyances  had 
been  made,  brought  this  action  for 
the  purpose  of  having  the  same  set 
aside: 

Held,  that  plaintiff  should  have 
Judgment  declaring  sdd  deeds 
void  as  to  her,  and  that  she  has  an 
inchoate  dower  right  in  all  said 
real  estate,  notwithstanding  said 
deeds,  and  a  future  absolute  right 
of  dower  therein  upon  the  event 
of  the  death  of  her  husband  in  her 
lifetime. 

Hddy  further,  that  the  wife  U4 
not  required  to  wait  before  bring- 
ing her  action  until  her  inchoate 
right  becomes  absolute  by  the 
death  of  her  husband.  It  is  the 
present  injury  the  plaintiff  has  sus- 
tained, in  the  loss  of  her  inchoate 
right  in  the  lands  in  question,  that 
entitles  her  to  maintain  her  pre- 
sent action.  {Babcock  agt.  Babeoek, 
ante,  97.) 

* 

2.  Where  conveyances  were  made 
on  the  eve  of  the  marriage  to  de- 
fraud the  wife  of  the  interest  in 
the  land  which  she  would  have 
acquired  by  the  marriage,  a  court 
of  equity  will  entertain  her  action 
for  the  conservation  of  the  right 
which  she  has  losf  or  may  lose 
by  the  fraudulent  acts  of  tne  de- 
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fendants,  and  grant  her  such  relief 
as  she  may  be  equitably  entitled 
to.    {Id.) 

3.  Where  defendant,  who  was  in- 
solvent, being  apprehensive  of  the 
recovery  of  a  judgment  against 
him  by  plaintiff,  in  an  action  then 
on  trial,  and  with  intent  on  his 
part  to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud 
his  creditors,  executed  a  convey- 
ance of  two  certain  pieces  of  prop- 
erty to  his  son,  for  the  nominal 
consideration  of  $1,500,  but  with- 
out actual  consideration,  and  the 
son  immediately  conveyed  them 
to  his  mother,  the  wife  of  tlie  de- 
fendant, without  actual  consid- 
eration, but  for  the  same  nominal 
consideration: 

Hsld,  tnat  the  conveyances  were 
fraudulent  and  void  as  to  Uie 
creditors  of  defendant  then  exist- 
ing, and  especially  as  to-  plaintiff 
and  his  judgment,  which  was  re- 
covered about  one  month  after 
such  conveyances.  {Salomcm  agt. 
Moral,  nnte,  842.) 

4.  That  the  wife  of  defendant  had 
notice  of  her  husband's  fraudu- 
lent intent,  may  be  inferred  from 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  {See 
facts  in  apinion  of  Daly,  J.).    (Id.) 

5.  Where  a  debtor,  with  an  inten- 
tion of  defrauding  his  creditors, 
executes  a  conveyance  of  his  prop- 
erty without  any  valuable  consid- 
eration being  paid  by  the  grantee, 
the  conveyance  is  void  as  against 
such  creditors,  although  the 
grantee  was  not  privy  to  the 
fraud.    (Id,) 

6.  Where  the  wife  had  notice  of  the 
fraudulent  intent  of  her  husband 
in  conveying  the  premises  to  her, 
and  being  therefore  a  party  to  the 
fraud,  although  her  husband  was 
actually  indebted  to  her  at  the 
time,  she  is  not  entitled  to  a  lien 
on  the  premises  conveyed  for  the 
amount  of  such  debt.    (Id.) 

7.  Although  a  review  of  both  the 
law  and  the  facts  of  a  case  tried 
by  a  Judge  or  referee  may  be  had 


at  general  term,  ^et,  if  no  error  be 
shown,  the  findings  of  fact,  like 
the  verdict  of  a  jury,  should  be 
deemed  conclusive.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  a  husband  takes  title  to  a 
piece  of  property  in  the  name  of 
his  wife,  when  he  is  not  insolvent 
or  contemplating  it,  and  when  the 
title  is  recorded  and  the  husband 
afterwards  becomes  unfortunate 
upon  subsequent  contracts  not 
then  even  contemplated,  such  con- 
veyance will  not  be  held  fraudu- 
lent as  to  such  future  creditors. 
(Spieei'  agt.  Ayers^  ante,  405.) 

9.  A  deed,  taken  in  the  name  of  the 
wife,  the  consideration-money  for 
which  being  paid  by  the  husband, 
is  not  necessarily  fraudulent  as  to 
existing  creditors.  The  presump- 
tion of  fraud  in  such  case  can  be 
overcome  by  proof.    (Id.) 

10.  The  cases  of  Carpenter  agt.  Cook 
(ION.  r.,  227),  md  Case tigt.  Phelps 
(89  id.,  164)  commented  on  and  dis- 
tinguished.   (Id.) 

1 1 .  The  supreme  court  has  no  power 
to  effect  the  transfer  of  the  title 
to  land  by  directing  a  sale  thereof 
by  its  officers,  except  in  special 
cases  authorized  by  the  statutes 
of  the  state.  (Van  Wyck  agt. 
Baker,  10  Hun,  39.) 

13.  In  suits  by  creditors  to  reach 
lands  conveyed  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud them,  the  decree  should  set 
aside  the  fraudulent  conveyance 
and  permit  the  creditor  to  issue 
an  execution  and  sell  thereunder 
or  compel  the  debtor  to  convey  to 
a  receiver,  and  order  the  latter  to 
sell.    (Id.) 

By  one  just  before  marriaee,  with 
intent  to  defraud  intended  wife  of 
dower  —  remedy  of  wife.  (See 
Youngs  agt.  Caher,  10  Hun,  194.) 

V 

GENERAL  TERM. 

1.  A  general  term  has  no  power  to 
review  a  case  upon  the  facts  on 
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appeal  fVom  the  judgment  where 
the  trial  was  by  jury  ;  the  only 
mode  in  which  the  facts  can  be 
brought  before  it  for  review,  is  by 
appeal  from  order  of  special  term 
or  circuit  granting  or  reftising  a 
new  trial.  (Boa  agt.  W.  M.  L. 
Ins.  Co.,  64  N.  K,  286.) 


GIFT. 

1.  Where  a  woman,  the  owner  of 
fifty-six  shares  of  stock  in  the 
Home  Insurance  Company,  during 
an  illness,  of  which  she  afterwards 
died,  in  a  letter  written  in  Ireland 
to  her  sister  in  New  York  made 
a  disposition  of  the  shares  to  cer- 
tain persons  named  in  the  letter, 
and  also  made  provision  for  the 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money  she 
owed,  and  afterwards  executed  to 
her  sister  a  power  of  attornev 
authorizing  her  to  take  all  need- 
ful measures  to  effect  a  transfer 
of  the  stock,  and  tbe  power  having 
beeu  executed  by  the  suiTender  of 
the  scrips  to  the  company,  and 
the  issue  of  her  shares  to  the 
douees  mentioned  in  the  letter,  in 
part  at  least  during  the  lifetime  of 
the  donor,  it  not  appearing  that 
she  owed  any  debts  other  than 
the  one  named: 

Held^  that  the  gifts  and  dispo- 
sitions made  would  not  be  dis- 
turbed by  this  court,  in  an  action 
brought  bv  a  brother  of  the  donor 
who  sought  to  set  them  aside  as 
in val  id.  (Duigan  agt  Mc  Cormaeky 
ante,  411.) 


GRAND  JURY. 

1  A  challenge  to  thearray  of  a  grand 
inry  cannot  be  allowed*  (2  £.  8., 
724,  sees.  27,  28).  (Carpenter  agt. 
ne  People,  64  N.  F.,  488.) 


HABEAS  CX)RPU8. 

SeeCosiTs. 

Matter  ofBamett,  ante,  247. 


1.  An  order  quashing  a  writ  of  AadA» 
corpus  can  only  be  reviewed  upon 
appeal.  A  writ  of  error  will  not 
lie  in  such  case.  {People  ex  rei. 
agt.  Qmner,  64  iV:  r.,481.) 


.  HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Where,  after  marriage,  the  hus- 
band paid  the  interest  on  a  mort- 
gage on  the  separate  property  of 
his  wife,  and  for  its  benefit,  in 
pursuance  of  an  agreement 
between  them  before  marriage, 
that  if  he  occupied  a  portion  of 
her  premises  after  marriage,  as  an 
office  for  his  business  as  a  phy- 
sician, he  would  pay  interest  on 
the  mortgage  in  lieu  of  rent  Heid, 
that  the  agreement  was  valid,  and 
that  Uie  payment  was  not  in  fraud 
of  the  creditors  of  the  husband. 
(OdeU  agt  Mplins,  ante,  250.) 


INDICTMENT. 

1.  Upon  th^  arraignment  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error  upon  an  indict- 
ment in  which  he  was  named 
**John  Bamesciotta,  otherwise 
called  Garibaldi,''  his  counsel  filed 
the  following  plea:  "Now  comes 
the  defendant  Bamesciotta  aud 
pleads  to  the  indictment  that  he  is 
not,now,  and  never  was  known  by 
thename  of  Garibaldi,  which  he 
verifies,'*  to  which  plea  the  people 
demurred.  Held  (1),  that  a  de- 
murrer was  a  proper  mode  of 
disposing  of  the  plea;  (2)  that 
the  plea  was  properly  overruled, 
as  the  true  name  preceded  the 
the  aUas  dietus,  (Bamesciotta  agt 
People  10  Hun,  137.) 

2.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  keeping  a  disorderiy  house,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  show  that  it 
was  so  kept  as  to  disturb  the  peace 
of  the  general  public  or  of  the 
particular  neighborhood;  it  is 
sufficient  if  it  be  shown  that  it  is 
a  house  of  prostitution,  open  pro- 
miscuously, and  to  which  large 
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numbers  of  people  resort  for  the 
purpose  of  prostitutioD.    (Id.) 

See  PoLioB  Justice. 

Matter  of  Oe»ner^  ante,  515.* 

3.  In  an  indictment  for  perjury 
alleged  to  have  been  committed 
on  an  investigation  before  the  fire 
marshall  of  New  York  city,  it  was 
alleged  that  the  accused  swore 
there  were  60,000  cigars  in  the 
building  at  the  time  of  *  the  fire. 
The  proof  was  that  he  swore  there 
were  65,000  cigars.  This  was  one 
of  various  items  of  property  as  to 
which  the  accused  was  charged 
with  having  sworn  falsely.  On 
error  it  was  objected  that. there 
was  a  fatal  vanance  between  the 
indictment  and  the  proof.  The 
objection  was  not  taken  on  the 
trial  lldd,  that  it  was  not  avail- 
able here,  as  if  made  upon  the 
trial,  the  evidence  as  to  this  item 
could  have  been  excluded  or 
waived,  and  the  jury  directed  to 
disregard  it,  and  the  conviction 
coula  have  been  sustained  upon 
the  proof  as  to  the  other  items. 
Also,  held,  that  the  variance  was 
not  material.  (Harris  agt.  The 
People,  64  iV.  F.,  148.) 

4  When  an  indictment  charges  that 
the  accused  has  sworn  falsdy  as  to 
several  facts,  it  is  not  necessarv  to 
prove  all  that  is  charged.  It  is 
sufficient  to  prove  enou^  to  make 
out  the  offense.    (Id.) 

6.  There  were  two  counts  in  the  in- 
dictment, the  first  charging  per- 
jury in  the  oral  testimony  given 
before  the  fire  marshal,  and  the 
other  perjury  in  swearing  to  an 
affidavit  before  the  same  officer, 
containing  in  substance  the  same 
matters  as  testified  to  orally.  The 
jury  found  the  prisoner  not  guilty 
under  the  first  count  and  guilty 
under  the  second.  It  was  claimed 
that  the  verdict  was  inconsistent. 
It  appeared  that  a  portion  of  the 
oral  testimony  was  taken  when  the 
fire  marshal  was  not  present.  Held^ 
that  the  objection  was  untenable. 


as  the  jury  may  have  found  that 
the  oral  testimonv  alleged  to  be 
false  was  not  taken  before  the 
marshal    (Id,) 

6.  A  plea  in  abatement  to  an  indict- 
ment is  to  be  strictly  construed  ; 
it  must  be  drawn  with  precision 
and  accuracy  and  must  be  certain 
to  every  intent.    (Dolan  agt.  The 

.   People,  64  iV.  T.,  486.} 

7.  A  plea  in  abatement  to  an  indict- 
ment found  at  a  Court  of  General 
Sessions  in  the  city  of  New  York 
alleging  that  the  .annual  grand 
jury  list  was  not  wholly  selected, 
as  required  by  statute  (chap.  498, 
Laws  of  1853),  from  the  petit  jury 
lists  made  out  by  the  commissioner 
of  jurors,  without  any  averments 
of  fraud  or  design,  is  not  good. 

'  The  fact  that  a  few  names  not 
appearing  on  the  petit  jury  lists 
are  accidentallv  put  upon  the 
grand  jury  list  does  not  vitiate  the 
whole  list,  and  that  it  was  by  acci- 
dent or  oversight  is  to  be  presumed 
in  the  absence  of  allegations  of 
fraud  or  design.    (Id.) 

8.  Nor  is  it  a  good  plea  that  some 
one  of  the  nf^  selected  as  the 
special  panel  of  grand  jurors  (mc. 
28,  cha/p,  589  Laws  of  1870)  was  not 
upon  the  petit  iury  lists,  in  the 
absence  of  an  allegation  that  the 
persons  actually  sworn  and  im- 
paneled were  not  upon  that  list. 
It  is  necessary  also  in  such  a  plea 
to  give  the  names  of  the  persons 
alleged  to  have  been  selected  and 
drawn  who  were  not  upon  the 
petit  jury  lists.    (Id.) 

9.  It  is  not  a  good  plea  that  the  com- 
missioner of  jurors  was  prevented 
by  duress  from  attending  upon 
or  supervising  the  grand  Jury. 
In  the  absence  of  aJlegations  as 
to  how  the  grand  Jury  was  drawn 
and  by  whom,  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  the  drawing  was  made  by 
some  other  person  claiming  the 
office,  acting  as  de  facto  commis- 
sioner, and  recognized  as  such  by 
all  tiie  officers  having  relations 
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with  him  or  his  work  ;  and  a  Jury 
drawn  by  a  de  facto  commissioner 
is  regular.    (Id.) 

10.  An  indictment  setting  forth  a 
felony  and  then  charging  the  kill- 
ing of  another  by  the  accused 
while  engaged  in  the  commission 
thereof,  is  not  void  for  duplicity. 
It  charges  but  one  offense,  that 
of  murder  in  the  first  degree, 
within  one  of  the  definitions  of' 
that  offense  in  the  act  of  1878 
{chapter  644,  Laws  of  1873),  i.  «., 
the  killing  of  a  person  while 
engaged  in  the  commission  of  a 
felony.    (Id,y 

11.  Where  one  breaks  into  a  dwell- 
ing-house burglariously  with  in- 
tent to  steal,  he  is  engaged  in  the 
commission  of  the  crime  until  he 
leaves  the  building  with  his  pluur 
der  ;  and  if,  while  enffaged  in  any 
of  the  acts  immediatelv  connected 
with  his  crime,  he  kills  a  person 
resisting  him  he  is  guilty  of  murder 
under  said  statute     (id,) 

12.  It  is  not  necessary  in  an  indict- 
ment charging  the  crime  of  mur- 
der under  saia  provision  to  allege 
that  the  killing  was  '*  without 
any  design  to  effect  death  ; "  an 
allegation  that  it  was  willful  and 
felonious  is  proper  and  sufficient, 
The  object  of  the  words  quoted 
is  to  dispense  with  proof  of  a 
design  to  effect  death,  not  to  re- 
quire proof  that  there  was  no 
such  design.     (Id.) 


IMPRISONED  DEBTOR. 

1.  No  execution  against  the  body  of 
any  party  shall  issue  while  there 
is  an  execution  against  his  prop- 
erty not  returned.  The  official 
return  of  an  execution  against 
property,  unsatisfie<l  in  whole  or 
in  part,  is  a  condition  precedent 
to  final  process  against  the  person. 
(New  York  'Ouarnnty  and  hidem- 
nUy  Go.  agt  Gleawn^  ante,  128.) 

2.  Where  it  appears  that  the  appli- 
cants were  arrested  on  June  5, 


1875,  that  judgment  agafaist  them 
and  their  co-defendants  was  en- 
tered January  8,  1876,  and  execu- 
tion against  propertywas  thereupon 
isdued,  which  is  still  outstanding; 
that  plaintiff  has  endeavored  to 
procure  the  return  of  such  execu- 
tion by  a  rule  against  the  late 
sheriff  to  whom  it  was  issued,  but 
that  the  motion  was  denied  on  the 
ground  that  a  warrant  of  attach- 
ment was  issued  in  the  action  on 
the  Ist^of  November,  1878  and 
levied  on  property  that  appeared 
to  belong  to  defendants  or  some 
of  them ;  that  prior  to  the  receipt 
of  such  warrant  by  the  sheriff,  he 
had  levied  upon  the  same  property 
under  and  by  virtue  of  other  war- 
rants of  attachment  issued  against 
the  said  defendants  or  some  of 
them,  in  actions  which  are  stiU 
pending  and  at  issue,  but  which 
have  not  yet  been  brought  to  trial; 
and  that  .until  the  validity  and 
effect  of  such  prior  attachments 
have  been  ascertained  and  deter- 
mined by  the  rendition  of  judg- 
ments in  such  other  actions,  it  can- 
not be  known  whether  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  property  attached,  or 
any  part  thereof^  will  be  applica- 
ble to  the  execution  herein. 

Held,  that  such  a  state  of  facts 
is  •*g(H>d  cause  shown"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  why 
the  defendants  should  not  be  dis- 
charged from  custody  on  account 
of  the  plaintiff's  neglect  to  chaige 
him  in  execution  within  three 
months  after  the  entry  of  judg- 
ment.   (Id.) 


The  mere  omission  to  issue  exe- 
cution against  the  person  within 
the  time  limited  does  not  consti- 
tute the  condition  upon  which  the 
exercise  of  the  power  to  discharge 
an  imprisoned  debtor  from  cus- 
tody depends.  To  warrant  tlie 
invocation  of  such  power,  or  its 
interposition,  there  must  have  been 
a  negligent  omission  to  issue  such 
execution.  There  can  be  no  pos- 
sibility of  neglecUng  to  do  that 
which  cannot  be  done.'^  (Id.) 
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4»  On  an  application  by  an  im- 
prisoned debtor  for  bis  discharge 
under  title  1,  chapter  5,  article  6  of 
part  2  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  the 
discharge  will  not  be  granted, 
where  Uie  debtor  has  been  guilty 
of  the  acts  which  he  is  required  to 
negative  by  the  oath  prescribed 
by  the  statute;  and  it  is  enough 
to  show  that  the  proceedings  on 
the  part  of  the  prisoner  are  not 
jrmt  and  fair,  if  tbe  creditor  estab- 
lishes on  tbe  hearing  that  the  debtor 
has  disposed  of,  or  made  over,  any 
part  of  his  property  with  intent 
to  injure  or  defraud  any  of  his 
creditors,  aJ though  such  acts  were 
committed  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  in  wliich  he  is 
imprisoned,  provided  they  are 
shown,  also,  to  be  so  far  con- 
nected with  the  action  as  to  be  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  order  for 
his  imprisonment  therein  was 
based    (Per  Earl,  J.;    Folgek, 

•  Rafalixi  and  xVudrews,  JJ.  ,  con- 
eurruig).  (MaUer  of  Brfulf/,  aiUe, 
128.) 

5.'  The  provisions  of  the  act,  which 
in  effect  forbid  such  discharge,  if 
the  debtor  has  fraudulently  dis- 
posed of  his  property,  or  in  ctts«^ 
his  proceedings  have  not  been  ju»t 
and  fair,  contain  no  limitation  as 
to  time,,  and  it  is  inmiatcrial 
whether  a  fraud  upon  his  credi- 
tors is  perjHJtrated  l>efore  his  im- 
prisonment in  execution,  or  inter- 
mediate the  arrest  and  examina- 
tion {Per  Earl.  J,;  Folger,  Ra 
PALLO  aiid  Andrews,  JJ. ,  concur- 
riiig).    (Id.) 

6.  An  appeal  lies  to  the  general  term 
of  the  supreme  court,  from  an 
order  of  the  special  term,  dis- 
charging a  petitioner  from  impris- 
onment on  execution  It  is  a 
special  proceeding,  as  delined  by 
sections  1,2  and  3  of  the  Code, 
but  such  order  is  not  final  and  con- 
clusive in  the  sense  that  it  cannot 
be  appealed  from*  (Per  Earl,  J.; 
FoLGER,  Rapallo  and  Andrews, 
JJ.y  Goneurring;  Alleh  and  '^iL- 
hKHyJJ.,  dtHsetUijig).    (Id.) 


•7.  The  application  for  the  discharge 
of  an  imprisoned  debtor,  under  the 
fifth  article  of  title  1,  chapter  5, 
part  2  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
must  be  made  to  certain  officers 
specified,  and  cannot  be  made  to 
any  court;  and  an  order  by  such 
officer  is  not  appealable  either  to 
general  term  or  to  the  court  of  ap- 
peals. The  remedy  is  by  (W^tt>rari. 
(Matter  of  Boberts,  ante,  199.) 

8.  The  petitioner  resided  in  the 
county,  of  New  York.  The  appli- 
cation was  made  to  judge  Dong- 
hue,  one  of  the  supreme  court 
judges  of  this  county,  who  made 
the  order  for  publication  July  20, 
1876,  and  to  show  cause  Septem- 
ber 2,  1876.  On  the  return  day, 
September  20,  1876  (Saturday), 
counsel  for  parties  attended,  but 
neither  judge  Dondhue  nor  any 
other  justice  was  present,  and  no 
adjournment  was  had  of  the  pro- 
043ediugs.  On  Monday,  September 
4,1876,  judge  Westbrook,  who 
was  duly  assigned  to  duty  in  this 
county,  on  application  of  coun- 
sel for  the  petitioner,  granted  an 
adjournment  until  September 
eight,  subject  to  any  objections  by 
opposing  creditors  that  could  be 

•  taken  that  day.  Two  other  ad- 
journments were  had  by  the  same 
judge: 

Held,  that  judge  VVestbrook 
was  not,  in  the  sense  of  the  statute, 
successor  of  judge  Donohue,  and 
he  lacked  the  qualification  of  resi- 
dence. Under  the  positive  pro- 
visions of  the  statutes,  he  had  no 
jurisdiction,  and  the  proceedings 
were  out  of  court.    (Id.) 

9.  It  seems,  the  doctrine  of  rss  ad- 
judicata  applies  to  these  proceed- 
ings.    (Id.) 

10.  Where,  upon  an  application  made 
by  an  insolvent  debtor  for  a  dis- 
charge, it  appears  that  the  peti- 
tioner has  before,  under  the  same 
statute,  applied  to  a  justice  of  the 
supreme  court  of  this  state  for  his 
discharge,  and  in  that  application 
issue  was  duly  joined,  a  trial  had. 
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and  after  a  fall  hearing  the  appli- 
cation was  denied  upon  the  merits 
an  order  duly  entered  and  served, 
from  which  no  appeal  has  been 
taken,  and  no  application  made  to 
open  those  proceedings  or  to 
amend  the  same,  hM^  that  the  doc^ 
•trine  of  res  a€{^KUc<Ua  applies,  and 
the  application  should  be  denied. 
{MaMercf  Smal,  ante,  432.) 

1 1.  Where,  upon  an  application  made 
by  an  Insolvent  debtor  for  a  dis- 
cliarge,  it  appears  that  a  similar 
application  hAs  already  been  made 
to  one  of  the  judges  of  the  court 
of  common  pleas  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  and  having  been  fully 
heard,  has  been  decided  against 
him  upon  the  merits,  held^  that  the 
matter  should  be  regarded  as  res 
adjudicata,  and  the  application 
denied.  *  {.Matter  cf  Uoberts,  10 
Hun,  248.) 


INJUNCTION. 

1,  As  a  general  rule  the  supreme 
court  will  not  restrain,  by  injunc- 
tion, the  assessment  and  collection 
of  a  tax.  {Mann  agt.  Board  of 
Education,  ante,  289.) 

2.  The  rule,  however,  is  not  uni- 
versal. It  is  subject  to  three  ex- 
ceptions, in  which  cases  the  injunc- 
tion will  be  granted : 

First.  Where  the  proceedings 
wiU  necessarily  lead  to  a  multi- 
plicity of  actions. 

Second.  Where  they  lead  to  the 
commission  of  irreparable  injury 
to  the  freehold. 

Third.  Where  the  claim  of  the 
adverse  party  is  valid  on  its  face, 
or  the  proceedings  sought  to  be 
set  aside,  and  extrinsic  facts  are 
necessary  to  be  proved  in  order  to 
establish  the  invalidity  or  illegality. 
{Id.) 

8.  Whenever  a  case  is  made  by  the 
pleadings,  falling  within  these  ex- 
ceptions, or  either  of  them,  equity 
will  interpose.    {Id.) 


4.  This  is  especially  the  rule,  where  no 
legal  remedy  exists  by  wh  ich  the  re- 
lief sought  could  be  obtained.  {Id.) 

5.  But  the  plaintiff,  in  such  a  case, 
must  aver  that  he  files  his  com- 
plaint not  onlv  on  his  own.  behalf, 
but  on  behalf  of  all  others  simi- 
larly situated.  Such  an  averment 
is  essential  to  a  complete  determi- 
nation of  all  the  rights  affected  by 
the  suit.    {Id.) 

6.  On  December  15, 1878,  the  defend- 
ant, being  the  owner  of  four  first- 
class  dwelling-houses  and  lots  on 
Fifth  avenue,  immediately  north 
of  Forty-fourth  street,  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  conveyed,  by  war- 
ranty-deed, to  plainuff,  the  third 
dwelling  and  lot  north  of  Forty- 
fourth  street.  The  lot  thus  con- 
veyed was  thirty  feet  in  width  on 
Fifth  avenue  and  one  hundred  feet 
in  depth,  and  tJie  dwelling  thereon 
was  thirty  feet  wide  and  sixty  feet 
deep.  The  southerly  line  of  the 
plaintiff  was  the  center  of  a  party 
wall  between  the  buildings  of 
plaintiff  and  defendant  All  four 
of  the  dwellings  were  first-class 
private  residences,  and  plaintiff 
was  assured  by  defendant  that  they 
would  so  remain,  which  assurance 
was  one  of  the  inducements  which 
influenced  the  piirchase.  The  title 
under  which  the  defendant  holds 
his  property  forbids  the  erectioii 
thereon  of  *'a  tenement«house." 
In  1875  defendant  remodeled  the 
interior  of  his  two  dwellings  im- 
mediately south  of  that  belonging 
to  plaintiff,  and  converted  them 
into  an  establishment  known  as  a 
French  flat  or  an  apartment-house. 
He  also  extended  his  building  in 
the  rear  to  the  depth  of  his  lot  and 
erected  his  wall,  which  was  an 
extension  of  the  old  party  wall, 
several  inches  upon  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff.  He  now  proposes 
to  erect  two  additional  stories  upon 
his  two  dwellings,  in  which  erec- 
tion, by  adding"  to  the  height  of 
the  party  wall,  he  really  occupies 
and  builds  upon  the  land  of  plain- 
tiff, removing  the  chinmeys  of  her 
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dwelling  and  otherwise  interfering 
with  her  property : 

Held,  that  the  completion  of  the 
buildings  as  dwellings,  the  erection 
of  the  party  wall  between  them  in 
a  finished  state,  and  the  positive 
declarations  of  defendant  made  to 
plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase, all  show  that  the  party  wall, 
as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
veyance to  the  plaintiff,  was  to  be 
the  completed  wall  between  the 
two  buildings.  As  there  is  noth- 
ing from  which  any  agreement  or 
right  to  add  to  the  party  wall  can 
be  inferred,  and  as  all  acts  and 
promises  point  to  an  opposite  one, 
the  injunction  asked  for  must  be 
granted. 

Hisldt  also,  that  the  conversion 
and  change  by  defendant  of  his  two 
houses  into  French  flat  or  apart- 
ment-house \b  a  violation  of  his 
covenant  not  to  erect  a  tenement- 
house.  A  building  which  is  to  be 
occupied  by  tenants,  in  name  and 
in  fact,  is  clearly  within  the  true 
meaning  and  definition  of  a  iene- 
ment-houBe.  (Musgrtvoe  agt.  Sher- 
woodf  ante^  811.) 

7.  The  case  of  Brooks  agt.  Curtis  (50 
K  r.,  689)  distinguished.     {Id.) 

8.  A  court  is  not  justified  in  interfer- 
ing with  an  injunction,  unless  the 
equities  of  the  complaint  be  denied 
on  positive  knowledge  and  not  on 
information  and  belief.  (AMie  agt. 
Lseming,  amU^  897.) 

9.  To  authorize  an  injunction  re- 
straining the  employment  of  any 
agent  otner  than  the  plaintiff  by 
the  successors  of  one  who  had  con- 
tracted that  such  plaintiff  should 
be  his  sole  agent,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  show  that  the  successors 
knew  the  terms  of  the  contract 
under  which  such  c^nt  was  ap- 
pointed ;  it  is  sufficient  to  show 
that  they  knew  him  to  be  acting 
as  agent;  it  was  for  the  successor 
to  inquire  as  to  the  terms  of  the 
appointment,    (/d) 

10.  An  objection  that  the  necessary 
parties  are  not  before  the  court 


must  be  I'aised  by  the  answer.*  If 
not  so  raised  it  must  be  deemed 
waived,  and  cannot  be  urged  upon 
a  motion  to  vacate  an  injunction. 
Km 

11.  The  plaintiff  procured  a  tempo- 
rarv  injunction  restraining  the 
defendant  from  proceeding  with 
certain  work.  Upon  the  return 
of  an  order  to  show  cause,  the 
court  refused  to  continue  the  in- 
junction, and  directed  that  the 
action  be  discontinued,  without 
costs.  Subsequently  defendant 
moved  for  a  reference  to  ascertain 
the  d^nages  sustained  by  the  in- 
junction, which  motion  was  de- 
nied. Eddy  that  this  was  error, 
and  that  the  reference  should  have 
been  granted.  {y/aJL&rbury  agt. 
Bouker,  10  Hun.  262.) 

12.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  re- 
strain by  injunction,  a  court-mar- 
tial from  trying  one,  subject  to  its 
jurisdiction,  when  he  alleges  as 
the  only  ground  for  such  injunc- 
tion that  he  has  already  been 
tried  upon  the  samQ  charge,  and 
that  he  apprehends  that  the  second 
trial  will  be  unfairly  conducted. 
{PerauU  agt.  Bandy  10  Huny  222.) 

18.  Where  one  of  several  riparian 
owners  pollutes  a  stream  of  water, 
the  party  aggrieved  is  entitled  to 
an  injunction  restraining  him  from 
further  corrupting  or  polluting 
such  stream.  (Seaman  agt.  Lee, 
10  Huny  607.) 

14  In  an  action  for  an  injunction, 
to  prevent  a  railroad  corporation 
from  running  its  cars  over  a  por- 
tion of  a  highway  in  front  of 
plaintiff 's  land,  the  fee  of  which, 
subject  to  the  public  use,  was  in 
plaintiff,  who  lutd  never  received 
compensation  for  the  use  of  said 
highway  by  the  company,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  company  was 
induced  to  coustmct  its  railroad 
upon  said  avenue  by  the  express 
consent  and  license  of  the  plain- 
tiff. Hddy  that  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  an  injunction.    (Mur- 
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dock  agt.  Prospect  Park  and  C,  I. 
B,R  Co.,  10ir?m,598.) 

15.  Anorderof  reference,  under  sec- 
tion 222  of  the  Code,  to  ascertain 
damages  upon  an.  undertaking 
piven  upon  the  granting  of  an 
uijunction,  cannot  be  regularly 
granted  until  judgment  has  been 
entered  ;  but  where  the  order  is 
entered  by  plaintiff's  consent  this 
obviates  the  objection.  {Lawton 
agt.  Green,  64  N.  F.,  826.) 

16.  The  limit  of  liability  upon  such 
an  undertaking  is  the  amount 
specified  therein,  and  the  court 
has  no  power  to  make  any  allow- 
ance beyond  that  amount  for  dis- 
bursements. Referee  fees  upon 
the  reference  are  part  of  the  dam- 
ages, and  recoverable  as  such.  (Id,) 

17.  Accordingly,  heldy  that  an  allow- 
ance for  disbursements  and  referee 
fees  over  and  above  the  sum  speci- 
fied in  the  undertaking  was  error. 

{Id) 

18.  Such  a  pnoceeding  is  not  a  pro- 
ceeding "in  the  action  ;"  it  is  a 
proceeding  after  judgment,  con- 
stituting no  part  of  the  action, 
and  the  court  has  no  power  to 
give  costs  therein.     {Id.) 

10.  The  final  order  in  such  proceed- 
ings should  be  limited  to  fixing  the 
amount  of  damages,  and  a  pro- 
vision therein  requiring  the  plain- 
tiff to  pay  the  same  is  improper. 
The  amount  of  damages  so  ascer- 
tained is  conclusive  upon  the 
parties  and  the  sureties,  but  pay- 
ment can  only  be  enforced  hy 
action  upon  the  undertaking.  {Id. ) 

20.  If  a  craft  of  any  kind  is  adapted 
for  use  in  anv  employment  for 
which  a  canal  may  lawfully  be 
used,  and  is  actually  employed  in 
a  business  lawful  in  itself,  and 
does  not  in  the  conduct  of  such 
business  unreasonably  or  unneces- 
sarily obstruct  the  navigation  of 
the  canal  by  other  vessels,  a  court 
of  equity  will  not  forbid  the  use 


of  the  craft  in  such  employment ; 
and  this,  although  some  obstruc- 
tion to  the  free  passage  of  vessels 
necessarily  results  from  the  pecu- 
liar employment.  {Horton  agi. 
/Vopte,  64iV.  r.,6l0.) 

21.  It  is  not  the  province  of  a  court 
of  equity  to  proscribe  one  branch 
of  a  business  in  which  a  party  is 
engaged,  while  permitting  every 
other  branch  of  tiie  same  business 
to  be  carried  on  in  the  same  local- 
ity and  with  the  same  instrumeni- 
aflties.    (Id.) 

22.  Defendants  were  the  owners  of 
a  floating  elevator,  which  was 
used  by  them  in  the  **  Buffalo  City 
Ship  canal  '*  (an  artificial  channel 
forming  part  of  the  harbor  of 
that  city),  for  the  puipose  of 
transferring  grain  in  bulk  from 
lake  vessels  to  canal  boats,  mov- 
ing from  place  to  place  as  re- 
quired .  When  not  in  use  it  was 
moored  opposite  lands  owned  by 
defendants.  The  channel  of  the 
canal  is  160  feet  wide.  When 
employed  in  unloacUng  a  Teasel, 
with  the  vessel  on  one  side  and 
a  canal  boat  on  the  other,  the 
three  crafts  occupy  less  than 
eighty  feet  of  the  channel,  and  a 
transfer  of  the  load  of  a  vessel 
is  made  in  a  few  hours.  Vessels 
moving  in  the  canal  are  moved  by 
steam  power.  In  an  action  by 
the  attomey-genend  in  behalf  of 
the  people,  a  judgment  was  ren- 
dered restraining  such  use,  but 
allowing  the  use  of  the  elevator 
for  unloading  vessels  i^round  or 
for  any  other  purpoae.  Hdd, 
error;  that  the  use  waa  not  an 
unnecessary,  unreasonable  and  un- 
lawful use  of  the  canal,  or  an 
unreasonable  and  uniawthl  ob- 
struction to  trade  and  commerce, 
but  was  in  aid  of  commerce.   (Id.) 

23.  It  is  not  an  excuse  for  the  viola- 
tion of  an  injunction  that  the 
order  is  more  extensive  in  its  re- 
straints than  the  prayer  of  the 
complaint ;  the  order. *if  iiregular, 
Is   not  void,  and  while  it  is  in 
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force  it  is  the  duty  of  the  defendant 
to  obey  it  {Mayor,  <fcc.,  agt.  JV.  T, 
and  S.  I.  F,  Co.,  64  N.  77,  622.) 

24.  Corporations  may  be  restrained 
by  injunction,  ana  may  be  fined 
for  violating  the  injunction.    {Id. ) 

25.  Where,  upon  motion  to  punish 
a  par^  for  contempt  in  violating 
an  injunction,  there  is  leapal  evi- 
dence sufficient  to  call  u)r  the 
exercise  of  the  Judgment  and  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  its  decision 
is  not  reviewable  here,    {Id.) 

26.  A  party/ bound  to  obey,  an  in- 

J 'unction,  may  be  guilty  of  a  vio- 
ation  thereof  as  well  as  aiding, 
abetting  and  countenancing  others 
in  violating  it  as  by  ooing  it 
directly ;  such  orders  must  be 
honestly  and  fairly  obeyed.    {Id.) 

37.  Where  proceedings  to  punish  a 
party  for  contempt,  in  violating 
an  injunction,  are  conmienoed  by 
an  order  to  show  cause,  interro- 
gatories need  not  be.  tided  prior 
to  a  final  adjudication  upon  the 
alleged  contempt    {Id.) 

^.  A  OKnrtgage  executed  by  a  min- 
ing corporation  upon  lands  in 
Colorado  authorized  a  sale,  after 
certain  specified  notices,  in  the  city 
^  of  New  York.  In  an  action  to 
'  restrain  a  side  as  thus  authorized, 
heldf  that  in  the  absence  of  any 
statute  regulation  the  parties  bad 
the  power  to  agree  upon  the  man- 
ner of  sale ;  that  the  statute  of  this 
State,  in  reference  to  the  sale  of 
mortgaged  premises,  had  reference 
only  to  real  estate  in  the  State ;  and 
.there  being  no  proof  that  a  sale  as 
provided  for  in  the  mortgage  was 
in.  conflict  with  the  laws  of  Col- 
orado, there  was  no  ground  for 
equitable  interference.  {Carpenter 
agt.  B.  n.  G.  M.  Co.,  mN.  F.,43.) 

29.  By  statute  {chap.  257,  Ijm%  of 
1870)  the  then  trustees  (who  are 
named)  of  defendant,  a  religious 
corporation,  were  authorized  to 
make  disposition  of  a  fund  belong- 


ing to  the  corporation,  for  other 
than  corporate  purposes.  This 
action  was  brought  to  restrain 
such  disposition,  the  complaint 
alleging  the  act  to  be  unconsti- 
tutionm,  and  that  the  trustees 
named  intended  and  Were  pro- 
ceeding to  make  such  disposition 
of  the  fund  ;  there  was  no  allega- 
tion that  the  corporation  itself 
contemplated  any  action.  Hdd, 
that  the  exercise  of  the  power  was 
conferred  by  the  act  upon  the  trus- 
trees  as  ipdividuals,  and  no  cause 
of  action  was  set  forth  against  de- 
fendant; that  to  enable  tne  court 
to  pass  upon  the  constitutionality 
of  the  act,  the  persons  claiming 
to  exercise  authority  under  it 
should  be  made  parties.  {Damn 
agt.  Trustees,  etc.,  65  N.  F.,  278.) 

80.  One  whose  assessment  is  increased 
by  such  an  unauthorized  omission 
of  lands  of  another,  may  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  city  to 
restrain  the  enforcement  of  the 
assessment  (Hassen  agt.  City  of 
BoeJmiery  65  ^.  Y.,  519.) 

81.  An  order  granting,  denying,  con- 
tinuing or  setting  aside  a  prelimi- 
nary injunction  is  not  reviewable 
in  this  court,  and  the  court  will 
not  entertain  an  appeal  therefrom 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
right  of  plaintiff  to  maintain  the 
action.  {CaUdn  agt.  Man.  OH  Co., 
65  N.  F.,  557.) 


INSOLVENT  LAW. 

1.  The  statute  of  New  Jersey  entitled 
'*An  act  to  secure  to  creditors  an 
equal  and  just  division  of  the  es- 
tates of  debtore,  who  convey  to 
assignees  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors,*' passed  April  16,  1846,  t)y 
itfl  provisions  is  an  insolvent  law, 
and  as  such  Is  suspended  by  ope- 
ration of  the  United  States  bank- 
rupt law;  and  an  assignment  made 
thereimder  confers  no  title  to  the 
property  upon  the  assignees  and 
IS  void  as  against  creditors.  {Boese 
agt.  Locke,  anto,  148.) 
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INSURANCE  (LIFE). 

1.  The  proceeding  authorized  by  the 
statute  of  1853  {Laws  of  1858,  chap, 
468,  section  17)  which  makes  it  the 
duty  of  the  attorney-general  (upon 
the  report  of  the  superintendent 
of  the  insurance  department  that 
the  assets  of  any  life  insurance 
company  are  insufficient  to  rein- 
sure the  outstanding  risks)  to  apply 
to  the  supreme  court  to  decree  a 
dissolution  of  such  company,  and 
a  distribution  of  its  effects,  includ- 
ing the  securities  in  Ihc  hands  of 
the  comptroller,  is  exclusive,  and 
is  now  the  only  mode  of  dissolu- 
tion of  a  life  insurance  company. 
{Attomey'Oeneral  agt.  ContinenUU 
Life  Insurance  Co.,  ante,  16.) 

2.  A  stockholder  or  a  creditor  of  a 
life  insurance  company  cannot  now 
bring  an  action,  under  the  Revised 
Statutes,  in  behalf  of  himself  and 
all  other  stockholders  for  Uie  dis- 
solution of  such  company,  and  the 
distribution  of  its  assets,  as  such 
proceeding  is  superseded  by  the  act 
of  1858.     {Id,) 

Bee  AsBiaNMENT. 

Fowler  agt.  BtUterly^  ante,  471. 

/8w  Equity. 

Mausbojch  agt  The  Metropolitan 
Life  Insurance  Co,,  ante,  496. 


IRREGULARITY. 

1.  No  person  can  avail  himself  of 
an  irregularity  in  the  appointment 
of    a  receiver   in  supplementary 

Sroceedings  except  the  Judgment 
ebtor  himself.    {Undenoood  agt 
SuicUffe  10  Hun,  463.) 


JAIL  LIMITS. 

1.  If  a  creditor  gives  his  debter  per- 
mission to  go  off  the  jail  limits  or 
to  go  at  large,  the  right  to  imprison 
is  gone,  and  the  debtor  cannot  be 
again  taken  in  execution  for  the 
same  debt.  ( Vidrard  agt  Fradne- 
burg,  ante,  830.) 


2.  Where  proceedings  for  discharge 
of  defendant,  who  was  in  custody, 
were  pending  before  the  Oneida 
county  court,  on  the  twenty-third 
of  December,  but  were  not  com- 
pleted, defendant's  counsel  told 
the  court  that  as  Monday  follow- 
ing was  Christmas,  "  it  was  too 
ba^  to  keep  defendant  in  custody 
till  Tuesday."  The  judge  appealed 
to  plaintiff's  counsel  for  magna- 
nimity, and  he  replied:  "If  the 
debtor  appears  on  Tuesday  no  suit 
will  be  brought  a^nst  the  sure- 
ties on  the  jail-limits  bond,  but  I 
do  not  mean  to,  nor  do  I  wish  to, 
waive  any  of  my  legal  rights." 
The  defendant,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, went  off  the  limits  and 
did  not  return,  and  a  second  execu- 
tion was  issued  after  the  county 
court  had  refused  his  discharge: 

Held,  that  the  defendant  never 
had  the  permission  of  the  plaintiff 
to  go  at  large,  and  therefore,  in  the 

•  ab^nce  of  legal  proceedings  for 
his  discharge,  he  was  rightfully 
taken  into  custody  and  remains 
rightfully^imprisoned.    {Id) 


JUDGMENTS. 

1.  The  decree  or  judgment  of  one 
court  cannot  be  shown  in  another 
by  the  oral  statement  of  a  witness; 
the  record,  or  an  exemplified  copy 
thereof,  must  be  produced,  {ffeim- 
bold  agt.  Henry  T.  Helmbod  Manu- 
facturing Co.,  ante,  454.) 

2.  This  action  was  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  the  value  of 
certain  wood  sold  to  the  defend- 
ant, who,  with  one  Deen,  were 
manufacturing  brick  as  assignees 
of  one  Home.  The  wood  was 
sold  upon  the  agreement  of  the 
defendant  to  be  personally  respon- 
sible therefor.  The  defendant  set 
up  a  counter-claim  for  bricks  sold 
bv  him  and  Deen  to  the  plaintiff 
Upon  the  trial  the  court  refused 
to  receive  in  evidence  a  judgment 
recovered  after  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  in  an  action 
brought   against    the   defendant 
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Tathill  and  Dean,  as  assignees, 
for  an  accounting,  in  which  Tut- 
hill  charged  himself  with  the 
price  of  the  brick  as  so  much 
money  received  from  the  plaintiff. 
Held,  that  the  judgement  should 
have  been  receiveia  in  evidence, 
although  recovered  after  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  and 
that  as  it  appeared  thereby  that 
the  defendant  had  become  the 
owner  of  the  claim  against  the 
plaintif[,  he  was  entitled  to  set  it 
up  as  a  counter-claim,  in  this  ac- 
tion. {,VaU  agt  TuUt,m,  10  Hun, 
31.) 

3.  After  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  has 
been  made  upon  the  minutes  of 
the  justice  before  whom  the  ac- 
tion was  tried,  and  by  him  denied, 
it  is  error  for  another  justice  to 
entertain  and  grant  anot&er  motion 
to  set  aside  the  judgment  on  the 
ground  of  **  error  and  manifest 
injustice.  iKnapp  agt.  Post^  10 
Hun,  35.) 

4.  A  new  trial  can  oifly  be  granted 
in  such  a  case  upon  an  appeal 
from  the  first  order.    (Id.) 

6.  The  plaintiff  recovered  a  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  Bwin 
in  January,  1868.  On  appeal  the 
same  was  modified  by  the  court 
of  appeals,  and  the  modified  judg- 
ment was  entered  in  .plaintifif^s 
favor  on  the  27th  of  March,  1873. 
In  October,  1868,  Swift  com- 
menced an  action  against  the, 
plaintift,  and  on  ^e  10th  of 
November,  1870,  a  judgment  in 
his  favor  was  entered  upon  the 
report  otf  a  referee.  Before  taking 
up  the  report  Swift  assigned  to 
his  attorney,  the  defendant  Burt, 
his  claim  and  the  said  report,  in 

gayment  of  services  rendered  and 
>  be  rendered  in  both  actions, 
and  thereafter  assigned  the  judg- 
ment to  him.  (Pr(mty  agt.  aw^y 
10  Hun,  232.) 

6.  In  this  action,  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  to  have  the  judgment 
recovered  by  Swift  set  oft  against 


the  one  in  plaintiff's  favor,  lidd, 
that  the  assignment  vested  an  ab- 
solute title  to  the  judgment  in 
Burt,  and  that  when  plaintiff  ^s 
jud^ent  was  finally  entered 
against  Swiftj  the  latter  had  no 
judgment  against  him  which  could 
be  set  off  against  it.    {Id) 

7.  Distinctions  between  rights  aris- 
ing under  an  attornev's  lien  upon 
a  judgment  and  under  an  assign- 
ment thereof,  and  of  remedy  by 
motion  and  action  to  offset  judg- 
ments considered.    (Id.) 

8.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  personal  property, 
which  has  not  been  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff,  the  jury  should 
assess  the  value  of  the  property 
and  damages  for  its  detention,  and 
not  simply  find  a  general  verdict 
for  damages;  and  the  judgment 
in  such  a  case  should  be  for  the 
recovery  of  the  property,  or  the 
value  thereof  in  case  a  delivery 
could  not  be  had,  together  with 
damages  for  its  detention.  (Phil- 
Ups  agt.  MdmUe,  10  Hun,  211.) 

9.  In  an  action  against  Eckert  as 
maker  and  Bishop  as  indorscr  of 
a  promissory  note,  the  former 
answered  and  the  latter  suffered  a 
default;  upon  the  trial  a  ludgment 
was  entered  against  both  for 
damages  and  costs.  Upon  an  ap- 
peal by  Eckert  the  general  term 
reversed  the  judgment  and  granted 
a  new  trial  Upon  the  second  trial  % 
Eckert  was  successful  and  re- 
covered ludgment  against  plain- 
tiff for  his  costs.  Subsequently 
plaintiff  issued  an  execution 
against  Bishop  under  the  original 
judgment,  in  which  was  included 
the  costs.  Upon  a  motion  to  set 
aside  the  execution,  hdd,  that 
upon  reversal  of  the  former  Judg- 
ment none  existed  against  Bishop 
under  which  an  execution  could 
issue,  and  that,  in  any  event. 
Bishop  could  not  be  charged  with 
the  costs  incurred  by  the  defense 
interposed  by  Eckert.  (Howk  agt 
Bishop,  10  Hun,  509.) 
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10.  Where  the  owner  of  premises  con- 
▼eyed  to  him  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage, in  ignorance  of  the  lien 
thereon  of  a  jud&:ment  against  a 
former  owner,  saosequent  to  the 
mortgage,  pays  the  mortgage  and 
causes  the  same  to  be  satisfied  of 
record,  he  is  entitled  to  have  the 
same  reinstated  as  a  lien  prior  and 
paramount  to  the  lien  of  the  judg- 
ment. (Borne*  agt.  Matt,  64  iV.  F., 
897.) 

11.  Where  lands  incumbered  by  a 
Judgment  are  conveyed  with  cove- 
nants of  warranty  to  a  purchaser 
for  full  value,  the  grantee  and  his 
successors  in  interest  occupy  a 
position  similar  to  that  of  sureties 
for  the  Judgment  debtor  and  are 
entitled  to  the  same  equities.  A 
release  by  the  judgment  creditor 
without  their  consent  and  with 
knowledge  of  their  rights  of  any 
security  to  which,  in  equity,  they 
would  be  entitled  on  payment  of 
the  Judgment,  discharges  the  lien 
of  the  judgment.    (Id.) 

13.  Accordingly  held,  where,  after 
such  a  conveyance,  the  judgment 
debtor  gave  an  undertaking  on 
appeal  from  the  iudgment  secur- 
ing the  amount  thereof  and  stay- 
ing proceedings  to  enforce  the 
same,  and  after  affirmance  of  the 
Judgment  the  Judgment  creditor, 
with  knowledge  of  the  equitable 
rights  of  the  owner  and  without 
his  consent,  released  the  sureties 
in  the  undertaking,  that  thereby 
the  lien  of  the  Judgment  was  dis- 
charged.   (Id.) 

18.  It  seemi,  that  the  same  principle 
would  apply  without  regard  to  the 
covenants  in  the  deed.    (Id.) 

14.  A  right  to  set  off  a  Judgment  in 
fi&vor  of  A.  against  B.,  against  a 
Judgment  in  favor  of  B.  against 
A.,  cannot  be  asserted  by 'motion 
on  behalf  of  A.,  where  it  appears 
that  before  B.'s  judgment  was  ob- 
tained he  assigned  his  claim  to  a 
third  person.  If  A.  has  any  equi- 
ties they  can  only  be  enforced  by 


action,  not  by  motion.  {8w^  agt 
Proutp,  64  N.  r.,  545.) 

See  Appeal. 

PuUe  agt.  Diowy,  ante,  370. 


JUDICIAL  SALE. 

1.  A  coiut  for  mere  Inadequacy  of 
price,  unconnected  with  any  other 
reason  or  cause,  will  not  order  a 
resale  unless  the  price  obtained  be 
so  grossly  inadequate  as  of  itself  to 
furnish  evidence  of  fraud.  (Peo- 
ple agt.  Bond  Street  Saving*  Bank, 
ante,  886.) 

3.  Where  property  has  been  sold  at 
a  Judicial  sale,  the  court  will  not, 
when  the  sale  has  been  well  ad- 
vertised and  a  large  attendance  of 
buyers  secured,  and  there  has  been 
no  surprise,  misunderstanding  or 
fraud,  and  no  binding  offer  from 
any  responsible  party  to  pay  a 
larger  sum  upon  a  resale,  refuse  to 
confirm  such  sale  merely  because 
some  persons  say  they  will  pay  a 
larger  price  hereafter,  especially 
when  such  an  opportunity  has 
been  fairly  afforded  and  Tcfused. 
(Id.) 


JURISDICTION. 

• 

1.  By  the  act  of  1878,  chapter  330, 
the  court  of  common  pleas  of  the 
city  of  New  York  has  jurisdiction 
over  a  defendant,  served  with  pro- 
cess in  any  county  of  the  state, 
and  this  includes  actions  where 
the  cause  of  action  arose  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  but  the  defend- 
ant did  not  reside  there,  as  well  as 
actions  where  the  cause  of  action 
did  not  arise  and  defendant  did 
not  reside  in  the  city.  (Oemptigi. 
Pratt,  ante,  88.) 

3.  The  **  Code  of  Civil  Procedure/' 
section  368,  subdivision  3,  pro- 
vides in  express  terms  that  this 
court  shall  have  jurisdiction  in 
such  cases,  and  the  codifiers  state 
that  revision  to  be,  in  their  opinfon, 
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declaratory  of  the  law  as  it  now 
exists.    (Id.) 


8.  Where  the  jurisdiction  of  a  jus- 
tice in  an  action  depends  upon 
the  voluntary  appearance  of  a 
party,  such  party  may  assail. or 
defend  against  a  judgment  ren- 
dered against  him  by  showing 
that  he  did  not  appear,  or  that 
the  appearance  of  any  one  for  him 
was  unauthorized.  (Sperry  agt. 
Reynolds,  WN,  F.,  179.) 

4.  Where  an  appearance  has  been 
put  in  for  a  party  by  another 
person,  the  authori^  of  the  latter 
cannot  be  presumed,  but  must  be 
mAde  to  appear  in  order  to  Und 
the  party  or  to  give  the  justice  ju-* 
rlsdiction  (Lott,  Oh.  (7.,  and 
Qray,  C.,di89eniing),    (Id,) 

G.  The  provision  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (1  E.  S,,  283,  sec.  45)  pro- 
viding that  the  authority  to  ap- 
pear in  Justice's  Court  by  attorney 
must  be  proved  unless  admitted 
by  the  opposite  party,  was  de- 
signed simplv  to  protect  the  op- 
posite party  from  an  unauthoriz^ 
appearance.  A  waiver  of  proof 
bj  such  party  cannot  affect  the 
rights  of  the  party  for  whom  the 
appearance  is  made  (Lott,  Oh. 
v.,  and  Gray,  C,  dissenting).  (Id.) 

6.  Accordingly,  A«W  (Lott,  Ch.  C, 
and  Gray,  a,  diswniing),  where 
the  record  ui)on  appeal  from  jus- 
tice's court  showea  no  legal  ser- 
vice of  the  summons,  that  defend- 
ant did  not  appear,  but  that  one 
C.  appeared  for  him,  without 
showmg  any  authority  in  the  lat- 
ter ;  that  the  record  failed  to  show 
jurisdiction,  and  the  judgment 
could  not  be  sustained  (Lott, 
Oh.  C,  and  Ghat,  O.,  dissenting). 
(Id.) 

7.  The  distinction  in  this  respect  be- 
tween justices*  courts  and  courts 
ofrecord  having  attorneys,  pointed 
out.    (Id.) 

8.  The  giving  of  a  bond  in  the  form 
prescnbed  by  the  statute  in  relation 


to  justices'  court!  (2  R  8.,  280  see. 
29),  is  necessary  to  confer  juris- 
diction upon  the  marine  court  of 
the  city  of  New  York  to  issue  an 
attachment  An  instrument  with- 
out a  seal  is  not  sufficient,  and  an 
'  attachment  issued  thereon  is  void. 
(IWany  agt  Xard,  65  N.  T.,  810.) 

■ 

9.  The  appearance  of  the  defendant 
for  the  purpose  of  moving  to  set 
aside  the  attachment  is  not  a 
waiver  of  the  objection,  and  does 
not  give  jurisdiction  or  deprive 
the  defendant  .  of  his  riffht  to 
bring  an  action  for  the  unlawful 
taking  of  his  property  by  virtue 
of  the  attachment.    (Id.) 

10.  Where  a  mechanic's  hen  for  mate- 
rials furnished  directly  to  the  own- 
er is  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  proceedings  to  en- 
force it,  but  ceases  during  the 
pendency  of  the  proceedings,  be- 
cause of  &ilxLre  to  obtain  an  order 
for  itB  continuance,  the  court  hav- 
ing acquired  jurisdiction  may  re- 
tain it,  and  render  a  personal 
judgment  (Ba/rrow  agt  Morga/n^ 
6lfN.  r.,  388.) 


JURY. 

1.  The  jury  retired  to  consider  their 
verdict,  and  after  being  absent  for 
a  long  (»m«  returned  into  court  and 
reported  that  they  were  unable  to 
agree,  and  thereupon  they  were 
furUier  instructed  by  the  court, 
and  in  closing  the  instructions  the 
court  stated  to  Uiem  as  follows: 
*'  You  must  agree  upon  a  verdict; 
I  cannot  discmirge  you  until  you 
agree  upon  a  vemict.  '*  The  juij 
retired  and  very  soon  returned  in  A 
court  and  rendered  their  verdict 
of  "  no  cause  of  action:  '* 

Hddt  that  this  verdict  cannot  be 
said  to  be  the  judgment  of  the  jury 
acting  without  constraint  and  in 
Uie  discharge  of  their  obligations 
to  render  a  true  verdict  according 
to  the  evidence,  and,  therefore, 
ought  not  to  stand.  (^SZo^agt 
Mmd^  omi/e,  57.) 
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2,  The  proper  mode  of  redreaa  in 
such  case  is  by  motion  to  set  aside 
the  verdict.    (Id.) 

8.  The  alleged  declarations  of  Jurors 
as  to  the  grounds  of  their  verdict, 
cannot  be  received  to  impeach  it. 
The  affidavits  of  the  jurors  them- 
selves could  not  be  received  for 
that  purpose,  and  much  less  their 
unsworn  statements  made  to  a 
third  person.  {Oak  Mft  New  York 
Central  and  Hudson  River  BaUroad 
Co,,  ante,  885.) 

4  If  the  prevailing  party  to  an  ac- 
tion, with  a  view  of  influencing  a 
juror  by  placing  him  imder  obli- 
gations to  him,  seeks  and  obtains 

'  an  opportunity  so  to  do,  a  new 
trial  will  be  grants.  In  such 
case  the  court  could  see  that  an 
effort  had  been  made  to  improp- 
erly influence,  and  it  would  not 
stop  to  inquire  whether  the  at- 
tempt had  or  had  not  been  success- 
ful, but  would  assume  that  the 
party  had,  at  least,  partly  succeed- 
ed in  that  which  he  had  attempted. 
(Id,) 

6.  When,  however,  the  court  is  satis- 
fled  that  there  has  been  no  attempt 
by  the  successful  party  to  unduly 
influence  a  juror,  either  by  con- 
versation or  by  placing  him  under 
obli^tions,  and  that  his  action  has 
not  m  feet  been  improperly  influ- 
enced, then,  even, though  the  act 
may  have  been  indiscreet,  the 
court  will  not  disturb  the  verdict. 
(Id.) 

6.  On  a  Friday  during  the  progress 
■  of  the  trial,  the  jury  having  been 
)  discharged  till  the  following  Mon- 
day, one  of  the  jurors,  being  about 
twelve  miles  from  home  and  hav- 
ing failed  to  obtain  any  other 
equally  comfortable  opportunity 
to  reach  his  residence,  asked  the 

glaintiff,  who  had  to  go  for  a  num- 
er  of  miles  in  the  same  direction, 
for  permission  to  ride  with  him. 
To  thiff  the  plaintiff  consented. 
It  was   abundantly  shown  that 


nothing  whatever  concerning  the 
cause  upon  trial  was  spoken  of  or 
discussed,  nor  were  any  words 
exchanged  between  the  juror  and 
the  plaintiff,  except  when  the  juror 
left  the  sleigh,  at  the  point  where 
jtheir  routes  homewani  diverged, 
the  iuror  thanked  the  plaintiff  for 
kindness.  Before  the  close  of  the 
trial  the  juror  reported  what  he 
had  done  to  the  court,  and  the 
fact  was  known  to  the  defendant's 
counsel,  who  made  no  objection 
to  the  juror  for  this  reason.  On 
motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  for 
this  cause: 

Hdd,  that  the  act  done  was  not 
an  officious  one  thrust  by  the  pre- 
vailing party  upon  the  juror  for 
the  purpose  of  procuring  his  good 
wiU  and  thus  influencing  action, 
but  it  was  the  result  of  neighboriy 
courtesy  and  kindness,  without 
any  evil  intent  whatever,  and  is 
no  ground  for  disturbing  the  yer- 
dict 

Eeld,  also,  that  the  fact  that  the 
Juror  rode  home  with  the  plaintiff 
being  known  to  the  defendant's 
counsel  before  the  close  of  the 
trial,  whilst  the  defendant  would 
not,  perhaps,  be  precluded  from 
raising  any  objection  founded 
upon  any  improper  attempt  to  in- 
fluence, which  was  then  unknown, 
yet  the  objection,  based  upon  the 
mere  ride  with  the  plaintiff,  be- 
cause not  then  made,  must  be 
deemed  to  liave  been  waived. 
(Id.) 

7.  Where  the  defense  to  an  action 
on  a  flre  policy  was  that  the  risk 
was  iiicr^sed  without  the  assent 
of  the  insurers  contrary  to  the 
terms  thereof,  by  reason  of  the 
premises  becoming  and  being  un- 
occupied, and  upon  the  trial  three 
witnesses  called  by  the  defendant 
(the  insurance  company)  testified 
that  they  were  insurance  agents, 
and  the  risk  was  increased  by  the 
non-occupanoy  of  the  premisea, 
and  no  witnesses  were  called  by 
the  plaintiff  on  tixis  point.  (0^- 
rmh  agt  Fatrm  BitUdmgs  Ftre  Ins. 
Cb.,  l5//un,46a.) 
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8.  Defendant's  counsel  asked  the 
court  to  direct  a  verdict  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  proved,  with- 
out contradiction,  Uiat  the  risk 
liad  been  increased.  Heldj  that  it 
was  not  error  for  the  court  to  re- 
fuse so  to  do;  that  although  the 
evidence  was  competent,  and  en- 
titled to  great  weight,  the  jur^  had 
the  right  to  decide  the  question  of 
increase  of  risk  upon  their  own 
views  upon  that  question.    (Id,) 

9.  A  challenge  to  the  array  of  a 
grand  Jury  cannot  be  allowed 
(2  R  8.,T2i,  sees.  37, 28).  Oc^rpenr 
tor  agt.  PeopU,  64  N.  Y.,  488.) 

10.  A  challenge  to  the  array  of  petit 
jurors,  at  a  court  of  general  ses- 
sions for  the  city  and  county  of 
New  York,  alleged  that  the  jurors 
were  not  selected  by  the  commis- 
sioner of  jurors  *of  said  county, 
and  that  neither  he  nor  any  one 

.  on  his  behalf  attended  the  draw- 
ing ;  but  that  the  jurors  were  se- 
lected by  one  appointed  by  the 
mayor  as  commissioner,  and  that 
the  statute  under  which  the  mayor 
acted  was  unconstitutional.  Meld^ 
that  the  challenge  showed  upon 
its  face  that  the  jury  were  selected 
by  an  officer  de  faeto^  whose  acts, 
in  the  exercise  oi  the  functions  of 
the  office,  were  valid  as  to  the 
public,  and  whose  appointment 
could  not  be  questioned  collater- 
ally; and  that  therefore  a  demur- 
rer to  the  challenge  was  properly 
sustained.    (Id.) 


JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

Summary  proceedings — sufficiency 
of  affidavit  to  procure  summons  — 
certificate  of  service  of  summons 
by  constable  is  *  *  due  proof. "  (See 
Feople  ex  rel  Hughes  agt.  La/mb^  10 
Hun,  848.) 

1.  An  action  in  justice's  court,  or 
in  the  marine  court  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  cannot  be  commenced 
by  short  attachment  against  a  resi- 
dent of  the  county.  (HaviUmd 
agt   Wehle,  65  N.  F.,  86.) 


3.  This  process  is  only  proper  in  the 
cases  specified  in  section  83  of  the 
act  to  abolish  imprisonment  for 
debt,  etc.  (chap.  800,  Laws  of  1881), 
t.  e.,  where  the  defendant  is  a  non- 
resident of  the  county,  and  where, 
by  the  provision  of  section  80  of 
said  act,  no  warrant  can  issue 
against  him.    (Id.) 

8.  In  all  other  cases  where  an  attach- 
ment is  proper,  a  long  attachment 
must  be  used.    (Id.)  ' 

4.  A  constable's  return  to  a  justice's 
court  summons  was  as  follows : 
"  Served,  copy  left  the  0th  day  of 

"February,  1869."  EM,  that  the 
return  was  insufficient  to  show  a 
legal  service  by  copy,  or  to  author- 
ize the  justice  to  proceed  in  the 
action  in  the  absence  of  defendant 
(Speny  agt.  Beymlds,  65  -Y.  F.,  179.) 

5.  Where  the  jurisdiction  of  a  jus- 
tice in  an  action  depends  upon  the 
voluntary  appearance  of  a  party, 
such  party  may  assail  or  defend 
against  a  judgment  rendered 
a^inst  him  by  showing  that  he 
did  not  appear,  or  that  the  appear- 
ance of  any  one  for  him  was  un- 
authorized.   (Id.) 

6.  Where  an  appearance  has  been 
put  in  for  a  party  by  another  per- 
son, the  authority  of  the  latter 
cannot  be  presumed,  but  must  be 
made  to  appear  in  order  to  bind 
the  par^  or  to  give  the  iustlce 
jurisdiction  (Lott,  Ch.  (/.,  avd 
Gray,  C,y  dissenting).    (Id.) 

7.  The  provision  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (IB.  8.,  288,  see.  45),  pro- 
viding that  the  authori^  to  appear 
in  justices'  court  by  attorney 
must  be  proved  unless  admitted 
by  the  opposite  party,  was  de- 
signed simply  to  protect  the  oppo- 
site party  from  an  unauthorized 
appearance.  A  waiver  of  proof 
by  such  party  cannot  affect  the 
rights  of  the  party  for  whom  the 
appearance  is  made  (Lott,  €h. 
0.,  and  Gray,  C,  dissenting),  (Id.) 
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8.  Aocordin^y,  hM  (Lott,  Oh.  C, 
and  Gray,  C.y  dmmbing\  where 
the  record  upon  appeal  from  jus- 
tices* court  showed  no  lesal  ser- 
vice of  the  summons,  that  aefend- 
ant  did  not  appear,  but  that  one 
0.  appeared  for  him,  without 
showmg  any  auUiority  in  the  latter, 
that  the  record  failed  to  show 
jurisdiction;  and  the  judnnent 
could  not  be  sustained.    {la.)    • 

9.  The  distinction  in  this  respect  be- 
'    tween  justices'  courts  and  courts 

of  record  having  attorneys,  point- 
ed out    (M.) 

10.  It  is  not  necessary  in  order  to 
present  upon  appeal  the  point  tAat 
the  return  to  a  summons  in  jus- 
tice*8  court  is  insufficient  to  give 
jurisdiction,  or  that  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  appearance  of 
another  person  for  defendant  was 
authorized,  that  these  grounds 
should  be  specifically  stat^  in  the 
notice  of  appeal  ;  a  general  state- 
ment therein  as  a  ground  for  ap- 
peal that  Hie  justice  had  no  juns- 
distion  is  suSficient  (Lott,  Ch. 
C, ,  and  (j^RAT,  C, ,  dissenting).   Id. ) 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

^Sm  Plbadino. 

Brtnon  agt.  Ourran,  ante,  303. 

8ee  Lbabs. 

Stem  et  at.  agt  Fiorenee  Sewing 
Machine  Co.,  ante,  478. 


LAW  AND  PACT. 

1.  Although  a  review  of  both  the 
law  and  the  facts  of  a  case  tried  by 
a  judge  or  referee  may  be  had  at 
.general  term,  yet,  if  no  error  be 
shown,  the  findings  of  fad,  like 
the  verdict  of  a  Jurv,  should  be 
deemed  conclusive.  \Sahmon  agt. 
M<n'al,  ante,  342.) 


LEASE. 

1.  An  assignee  of  a  lease  is  not  liable 
for  rent  of  the  demised  premises. 


except  for  the  time  he  occupies 
them,  and  may  at  any  time  ter- 
minate his  liability  for  rent  by 
assigning  the  lease.  {Stem  agt 
Fknvnee  Sewing  Machine  Co^  amk, 
478.) 

2.  Plaintiff  rented  to  J.  J.  M.  &  Co. 
certain  premises,  and  they  went 
into  possession  of  same  in  Febru- 
ary 1869,  and  occupied  up  to  Janu- 
ary 1,  1870,  at  which  time  defend- 
ant went  into  possession.  The 
lease  was  dated  October  15,  1870, 
and  was  for  a  term  endinj^  Hay 
1, 1872,  at  the  annual  rent  of  $900, 
from  said  fifteenth  October  until 
May  1,  1871,  and  at  the  rate  of 
$1,050  from  last-mentioned  date 
until  the  end  of  the  term.  The 
plaintiff,  by  said  lease,  a^eed  to 
heat  and  warm  said  premises  in  a 
comfortable  manner.  J.  J.  ]!kL  & 
Co.,  being  indebted  to  defendants, 
and  being  insolvent  and  unable 
to  pay,  de^ndants  purchased  their 
stock  of  sewing  machines  and  took 
an  assignment  of  their  property, 
among  which  was  the  lease  in 

Sucstion.  The  defendants,  through 
leir  agent,  asked  plaintiff  if  he 
would  be  willing  to  assign  the  lease 
to  them,  and  he  replied  that  he 
would,  provided  he  got  his  pay 
promptly  and  they  assumed  all  the 
responsibility  of  J.  J.  M.  &  Co., 
and  paid  him  his  rent  promptljr, 
whicn  defendants,  through  their 
af  ent,  agreed  to  do,  and  thereupon 
plaintiff  executed  the  consent  on 
the  lease : 

ndd,  that  the  agreement  of  the 
defendants  to  pay  rent  (if  such  an 
a£p*eement  was,  in  fact,  made)  was 
without  consideration  to  support 
it,  and  that  what  passed  between 
plaintiff  and  the  agent  of  defend- 
ants could  not  be  construed  into  a 
new  and  distinct  agreement  to  rent 
the  premises  and  to  pa^  rent  other- 
wise than  as  specified  in  the  writ- 
ten lease. 

Held,  also,  that  plaintiff  having 
agreed  to  heat  the  premises  rented 
to  the  defendants,  and  having  vio- 
lated that  agreement,  the  defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  recover,  by  way 
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of  counter-claim,  such  damages  as 
it  showed  itself  entitled  to.    (Id,) 


LEPB  IN8URAI?CB  COMPANY. 

1.  The  provisions  of  section  7*  of 
chapter  902  of  the  Laws  of  1869 
make  it  the  duty  of  the  superin- 
tendent of  the  insurance  depart- 
ment, whenever  the  affairs  of  any 
life  insurance  company  whiph  has 
deposited  securities  imder  this  act, 
or  the  act  hereby  amended,  shall, 
in  his  opCnian^  appear  in  such  a 
condition  as  to  render  the  issu- 
ing of  additional  policies  and 
annuity  bonds  of  said  company 
injurious  to  the  public  interests, 
to  report  that  fact  to  the  attorney- 
general,  ^k'^^  dtUy  it  shaU  then  be 
to  apply  to  the  supreme  court  for 
an  order  requiring  the  company 
to  show  cause  why  a  receiver 
should  not  be  appointed,  and  its 
business  closed  up.  {Attorney- 
General  agt.  AUanUe  Mutual  Life 
Insurance  Co.y  ante,  227.) 

2.  When  the  superintendent  reports 
to  the  attorney-general  as  the 
statute  prescribes,  the  latter  must 
submit  the  facts  to  the  court, 
and  that  tribunal  must  proceed  as 
the  law  directs.    (Id,) 

3.  The  supreme  court  has  no  power 
to  review  the  preliminary  action 
of  the  superintendent  in  making 
his  report.  If  any  error  has  been 
committed  or  mistake  made  by  the 
superintendent,  the  hearing,  and 
that  alone,  will  remedy  it.    (Id.) 

4.  But  it  must  be  proved,  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  court,  upon  the  in- 
vestigation, that  there  is  danger 
to  the  public  interests  by  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  business  of  the 
companv,  before  it  would  be  war- 
ranted in  making  the  final  order, 
arresting  future  operations  and 
appointmg  a  receiver.    (Id.) 

5.  Where  it  appears  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  court  that  the  assets 
and  funds  of  a  life  insurance  com- 


pany are  not  sufficient  to  justify 
the  further  continuance  of  the 
business  of  insuring  lives,  grant- 
ing annuities  and  incurring  new 
obligations,  the  act  (Laws  of  1869, 
chapter  902)  is  fmperaii'oe  as  to  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  enjoin  the 
company  from  the  further  prose- 
cution of  its  business,  and  to  ap- 
point a  receiver  of  all  the  assets 
and  credits  of  the  company.  (At- 
iomey-Oeneral  agt.  Atlantie  Mutu- 
ai  Ufe  Insuraaioe  Oo.y  ante,  dOO.) 


LOST  INSTRUMENT. 

Parol  evidence  to  prove  the  con- 
tents of  a  lost  deed  should  show 
that  the  deed  was  duly  executed 
as  required  by  law,  and  should 
show  substantially  all  the  con- 
tents. The  testimony  of  a  witness 
who  has  simply  heard  the  deed 
read,  and  who  can  give  but  a 
smaU  portion  of  its  contents,  is 
insufficient.  (Edwards  agt  No^es, 
65  iT.  r.,  125.) 


MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

1.  H  cause  of  action  for  a  false  im- 
prisonment, and  a  cause  of  action 
for  a  malicious  prosecution,  when 
both  arise  out  of  one  and  the  same 
transaction,  may  be  respectively 
alleged  in  different  counts  of  the 
same  complaint.  (Barr  agt.  Sh^tjo, 
Hun,  580.) 


MANDAMUS. 

1.  Mandamus  is  the  appropriate 
remedy  to  compel  the  assessment 
of  dMuages  done  by  reason  of  the 
chanffe  of  the  erade  of  a  street. 
(Peo^  ex  rel.  Myer  agt  Board  of 
ABsessers,  aaUe,  280.) 

2.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  board  of 
assessors  of  the  city  of  New  York 
to  estimate  such  damages  when 
applied  to,  notwithstandine  the  ex- 
pense of  the  work  of  conforming 
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to  the  new  grade  has  not  been 
certified  to  them.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  a  statute  directs  payment 
to  be  made  in  a  particular  man- 
ner, as  by  the  issue  of  assessment 
bonds,  the  comptroller  may  be 
compelled  by  mandamus  to  act  as 
directed  by  the  statute.    (Id.) 

4.  In  a  return  to  a  writ  of  alterna- 
tive mandamus  directed  to  the 
comptroller  requiring  him  to  lease 
from  relators  certain  premises  as 
authorized  and  directed  by  the 
common  council,  or  to  show  cause, 
&c.,  the  comptroller  alleged,  in 
substance,  that  there  was  no  suf- 
ficient appropriation  to  pay  the 
rent  ifdi,  that  he  was  estopped 
from  claiming  that  it  was  not  his 
duty  to  execute  the  lease,  and 
that  the  conunon  council  had  no 
authority  to  require  him  to  do  so, 
as  he  had  not  based  his  refusal  or 
his  defense  to  the  writ  upon  that 
ground.  (People  ex  rel,  agt  Oreen, 
UJf,  F.,  499.) 

6.  An  order  directing  the  issuing  of 
a  writ  of  peremptory  mandamus 
to  compel  the  performance  of  an 
act  required  by  law  is  only  proper 
in  case  of  a  clear,  unquestioned, 
legal  right.  It  should  not  be 
granted  where  the  claim  is  dis- 
puted and  its  validity  contro- 
verted. (People  ex  rel.  Moit  agt. 
Bd.  Suprs.  Greene  Oo.y  64  N,  7"., 

eoo.) 

6.  In  such  case  an  alternative  writ 
should  issue.    (Id.) 

7.  Where,  upon  the  return  of  an 
order  to  show  cause  whjr  a  man- 
damus should  not  issus,  the  relator 
takes  no  issue  upon  the  allegations 
of  the  aflldavits  and  papers  pre- 
sented by  d^endant,  but  proceeds 
to  argument  and  asks  for  a  per- 
emptory writ ;  this  is  equivalent 
to  a  demurrer,  i.  e.,  H  is  an  achnis- 
sion  of  the  truth  of  those  allega- 
tions, as  statements  of  facts,  bat  a 
denial  of  their  sufiSciency  in  law 
to  prevent  the  issuhig  of  the  writ, 


and  if  the  papers  set  forth  facts 
showing  the  relator  not  entitled  to 
the  relief  sought,  the  writ  cannot 
be  granted.  (People  ex  rd.  Tenth 
N<u,  Bank  agt  Bocvrd  Apportion- 
ment, 64  N.  F.,ea7.) 

8.  Where  a  party  has  a  remedy  hv 
action,  relief  bv  mandanmu  will 
be  denied.    (Id!) 

9.  An  order  of  a  coimty  court 
granted  upon  notice  to  the  board 
of  supervisors  of  the  county,  in 
pursuance  of  the  act  of  1871  ex- 
tending the  powers  of  such  boards 
(chap.  595,  1MV»  of  1871),  recom- 
tnending  said  board  to  correct  an 
erroneous  assessment  and  to  re- 
fund to  the  party  aggrieved  the 
amount  erroneously  assessed,  is 
mandatory,  and  upon  failure  of 
the  board  to  appeal  has  the  same 
leeal  effect  as  a  final  judgment 
(People  ex  rel.  agt  Sup&rvitors,  65 
N.  F.  300.) 

10.  A  mandamui  will  lie  against  the 
board  to  compel  obedience  to  such 
order,  in  case  of  its  refusal  to 
comply  therewith.    (Id.) 


MARINE  COURT. 

1.  An  action  in  justice's  court,  or 
in  the  marine  court  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  cannot  be  commenced 
by  short  attachment  a^'inst  a 
resident  of  the  county.  (MatUand 
agt  WehU,  65  N.  F,  85.) 

2.  This  process  is  only  proper  in  the 
cases  specified  in  section  33  of 
the  act  to  abolish  imprisonment 
for  debt,  etc.  (chap.  300  Law$  of 
1831,)  i.  e.f  where  the  defendant 
is  a  non-resident  of  the  county, 
and  where, .  by  the  provision  of 
section  30  of  said  act,  no  warrant 
can  issue  against  him.    (Id.) 

8.  In  all  other  cases  where  an 
attachment  is  proper  a  long 
attachment  must  be  used.    (Id.) 

4  The  ^vinff  of  a  bond  in  the  form 
prescnbed  by  the  statute  in  rela- 
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lion  to  justices'  courts  (9  B.  8.^ 
280,  sec  29),  is  necessary  to  confer 
jurisdiction  upon  the  marine 
court  of  the  city  of  New  York 
to  issue  an  attachment.  An  in- 
strument without  a  seal  is  not 
sufficient,  and  an  attachment 
issued  thareon  is  void.  (Tiffany 
agt.  Lord,  06  N.  F.,  810.)    . 


MARRIED  WOMEN, 

See  AssioinkCENT. 

Foioler  agt.  Butterly,  ante,  471. 

1.  In  order  to  cliai:ge  the  separate 
estate  of  a  married  woman  with 
a  debt  it  is  not^  necessary  that 
tii«re  be  a  speciflc  agreement  to 
that  effect.  The  inteiit  may  be 
inferred  from  the  surrounding  cir^ 
cumstances.  (ConUn  agt.  Cantrell, 
64  jV.  K,  217.) 

2.  Defendant,  a  married  woman, 
lived  separate  and  apart  from  her 
husband.  Bhe  liad  a  separate 
estate  and  supported  herself. 
Plaintiff  did  work  as  seamstress, 
under  a  contract  with  her,  for  her- 
self and  children.  Defendant,  be- 
fore the  work  was  done,  informed 
plaintiff  that  she  had  a  separate 
estate,  and  plaintiff  testified  she 
trusted  her  for  that  reason.  De- 
fendant promised  to  pay  when  she 
received  her  rents.  In  an  action 
to  recover  for  the  woTk,.A«W,  that 
the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  au- 
thorize a  finding  of  an  intent  to 
charge  defendant's  separate  estate 
and  to  sustain  a  judgment  against 
her.    (Id.) 


MECHANIC'S  LIEN. 

1.  In  order  to  perfect  a  Hen  under 
the  mechanic's  lien  law,  the  claim 
or  notice  filed  with  the  county 
clerk  must  contain  certain  state- 
ments, the  truth  of  which  must  be 
posiU/eely  sworn  to  by  a  person  ac- 
quainted with  the  fact  Among 
these  statements  is  that  relating  to 


the   ownership  of   the  premises. 
(McElwee  agt.  Bavford,  ante,  89.) 

2.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  me- 
chanic's Hen  imder  the  act,  chapter 
879,  Laws  of  1875,  the  claimant's 
notice  stated  that  James  Meehan 
was  owner.  In  his  complaint  he 
averred  that  James  Meehan  was 
not  the  owner,  but  that  Elizabeth 
Meehan  was,  and  that  her  name 
was  erroneously  omitted  by  mis- 
take, and  the  name  of  James  Mee- 
han was  insected  because  he  was 
informed  and  believed  that  James 
Meehan  was  owner: 

Held,  that  the  notice  of  lien  was 
defective  and  formed  no  basis  for 
the  action;  James  Meehan  being 
the  reputed  own^.  merely,  the  no- 
tice of  Hen  should  have  so  stated. 
(Id.) 

8.  The  word  •*  labor,"  as  used  in 
chapter  478  of  1862,  providing 
that  any  person  who'shaU  here- 
after perform  any  labor  in  buHd- 
ing,  altering  or  repairing  an^  house 
s]Sm,  upon  filing  the  notice  re- 
quired by  that  act,  have  a  Hen 
for  the  value  of  such  labor,  does 
not  include  the  services  rendered 
by  an  architect  in  superintending 
the  erection  of  a  house,  and  he  is 
not  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  house 
for  the  value  thereof.  (Stryker 
agt  Cassidy,  10  Hun,  18.) 

4.  Plaintiff  entered  into  an  agree 
ment  with  defendant,  who  was  in 
possession  of  land  under  a  con- 
tract, to  repair  a  building  thereon 
for  $3,286,  and  took  a  mortgage 
upon  other  land  to  secure  said 
sum.  Upon  the  completion  of 
the  work  he  filed  a  mechanic's 
Hen,  foreclosed  the  mortgage,  re- 
alizing thereby  $1,025,  and  entered 
a  personal  judgment  for  a  defi- 
ciency. (Hali  agt  Petiigrave,  10 
Hun,  009.) 

5.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  the  lien, 
it  was  claimed  that  by  taking 
and  foreclosing  the  mortgage  ana 
entering  the  judgment  he  had 
waived  his  right  to  the  Hen.  HM, 
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that  he  was  entitled  to  pursue  all 
the  remedies  he  had  until  he 
realized  the  amount  of  his  claim. 
{Id.) 

6.  It  seenu,  that  the  proTisions  of 
the  medianic's  lien  law  of  1865 
for  the  county  of  Rensselaer  {c^iap, 
778,  Laws  of  1865,  pubHshed  in 
vol.  1,  Seman  LatM  qf  1866,  p, 
69)  relate  and  apply  to  every  per- 
son who  does  won  or  furnishes 
materials  towards  the  erection, 
alteration  or  repair  of  any  house 
or  building  in  said  county,  with- 
out regard  to  the  person  upon 
whose  credit  the  work  was  done 
or  the  materials  furnished.  {Che- 
ney t^  T,  H.  Aisodation,  66  N. 
T:,m.)  • 

7.  The  lien  given  by  said  act,  where 
the  owner  has  not  himself  con- 
tracted the  debt  for  which  the 
lien  is  created  and  sought  to  be 
enforced,'  only  extends  to  the 
amount  due  and  payable  by  him 
at  the  time  of  ^ling  the  notice 
creating  the  lien  by  the  terms  of 
'the  contract  under  which  the  work 
is  being  done,  adding  thereto  any 
sums  paid  by  collusion  for  the 
purposes  of  avoiding  the  provis- 
ions of  the  act  or  paid  in  advance 
upon  the  contract.    {Jd.) 

8.  In  an  action  to  enforce  a  lien  cre- 
ated under  that  act,  the  owner 
may,  for  the  pupose  of  reducing 
or  defeating  the  claim,  avail  him- 
self of  all  matters  allowable  by 
way  of  recoupment  or  counter- 
clami  arising  out  of  the  contract 
between  the  owner  and  the  con- 
tractor, and  which  would  be  avail- 
able against  the  contractor,  in  an 
action  by  him,  the  rights  of  the 
parties  being  determined  by  the 
facts  existing  at  the  time  of  the 
creation  of  the  lien.    (Id.) 

9.  It  96em%  that  the  provision  of  the 
mechanic's  lien  law  for  New  York 
city  of  1863  (sec.  4,  chap.  500,  Laws 
of  1868),  providing  that  any  per- 
son having  filed  a  lien  may,  '*  in 
ten  days  thereafter,"   institute  a 


proceeding  to  enforce  or  foreclose 
it,  does  not  require,  but  prohibits 
the  commencement  of  a  iHt>ceed- 
ing  within  ten  days.  (Dairrow  agt 
l&rgany  65  N.  T.,  888.) 

10.  Where  the  claim,  to  secure  which 
the  notice  of  lien  is  filed,  is  for 
materials  furnished  to  a  contractor 
with  the  owner,  it  should  be  so 
stated  in  the  notice,  but  the  defect 
is  not  a  fatal  one  ;  and  where  the 
complaint  in  a  proceeding  to  fore- 
close the  lien  contains  all  the 
necessary  allegations  and  the  par- 
ties go  to  trial,  the  defect  may  be 
disregarded  or  the  proceeding 
amended.    (Sees.  2,  5.    M.) 

11.  Under  the  provision  of  said  act, 
providing  for  the  continuance  of 
a  lien  °by  order  of  court,"  the 
order  of  any  court  having  juris- 
diction of  such  liens  is  sufficient 
(Id.) 

12.  No  notice  of  application  for  such 
an  OTder  is  necessary,  unless  the 
court  to  which  application  is  made 
requires  it.    (Id.) 

18.  Where  a  lien  for  materials  fin*- 
nished  direcUy  to  tiie  owner  is  in 
force  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  proceedings  to  en 
force  it,  but  ceases  during  the  pen- 
dency of  the  proceedings,  because 
of  ^ure  to  obtain  an  order  for 
its  continuance,  the  court  having 
acquired  jurisdiction  may  retam 
it,  and  render  a  personal  judg- 
ment   (Id.) 


MISJOINDER 

1.  Defendant  Horwitz  having  been 
arrested  in  an  action  brought  by 
plaintiff  to  recover  the  possession 
of  certain  personal  property,  an 
undertaking  was  riven  on  the 
third  of  April  by  the  defendants 
Horwitz,  Freudenthal  and  Dodds, 
by  which  tiiey  bound  themselves 
that  the  defendant  should,  at  all 
times,  render  himself  amenable  to 
process,  etc.,  and  for  the  payment 
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to  the  plaintiifs  of  such  sum  as 
might  be  recoyered  against  him. 
On  the  twenty-seventh  of  May, 
another  undertaking  was  given 
by  the  defendants  Dodds  and 
Jopha,  in  the  fprm  and  to  the 
eifect  required  by  section  211  of 
the  Code.  {Cook  agt  Hormts,  10 
Hun,  586.) 

2.  Plaintiffs  havinjg  recovered  judg- 
ment in  the  action,  and  an  execu- 
tion issued  thereon  having  been  re- 
turned unsatisfied,  brought  this 
action  against  all  the  sureties  to 
both  undertakings.  Held,  that  a 
demurrer,  interposed  by  the  de- 
fendant on  the  ground  of  an 
improper  joinder  of  separate 
causes  of  action,  was  proper  and 
should  be  alloweid.    (Id,) 


MISNOMER. 

1.  Upon  the  arraignment  of  'the 
pUuntiff  in  error  upon  an  indict- 
ment in  which  he  was  named 
'*  John  Barnesciotta,  otherwise 
called  Garibaldi/*  his  counsel  filed 
the  fo^owing  plea :  **  Now  comes 
the  def^idant  Bamesciotta  and 
pleads  to  the  indictment  that  he 
18  not  now,  and  never  was  known 
by  the  name  of  Garibaldi,  which 
he  verifies,"  to  which  plea  the  peo- 
ple demurred.  BM  (1)  that  a  de- 
murrer was  the  proper  mode  of 
disposing  of  the  plea;  (2)  that  the 
plea  was  pfoperly  overruled,  as 
the  true  name  preceded  the  aUas 
dicttis.  (Bamesciotta  agt.  PeopU, 
10  Hun,  137.) 


MORTGAGE. 

1.  Where  a  mortgage  was  made 
without  consideration,  but  was 
assigned  hj  the  mortgagee  as  a 
valia  security  to  a  hona  fide  pur- 
chaser for  an  amount  less  than  its 
face,  the  purchaser  reljring  upon 
the  representations  of  the  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee  that  the 
mortgage  had  been  issued  for  its 
full  value, 
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Hdd,  that  the  assignee,  upon  a 
sale  by  him  of  the  mortgage  for 
its  face,  was  not  a  trustee  for  the 
mortgagor,  nor  his  creditors,  as  to 
the  difference  between  what  he 
paid  for  the  mortgage  and  the  sum 
which  he  received  upon  its  sale. 
(Orissler  agt.  Powers,  ante,  1^4.) 

2.  Sehaffer  agt.  BeOly  (50  N.  F.,  61) 
and  Preeman  agt  Auid  (44  id.,  <60) 
distinguished.    (Id,) 

8.  An  agreement  was  made  between 
R  and  8.  that  8.  should  pay  a 
mortgage  made  by  C,  in  considera- 
tion whereof  R  agreed  to  cancel 
a  mortgage  he  held,  made  bv  8. 

Held,  tliat  this  agreement  bound 
the  assienee  of  the  8.  mortga^, 
who  took  the  same  from  R  with 
knowledge  thereof,  as  also  the 
Broadway  Bank,  who  afterwards 
received  the  mortgage  from  such 
assignees,  as  secuntyjd^  ^  <^^>  ^^d 
that  8.,  having  paid  the  mortgage 
of  C,  was  entitled  to  a  satisfaction 
of  his  own  mortgage  in  the  hands 
of  the  bank.  (JSea/fnoni  agt.  Buck, 
ante,  817.) 

4.  Inffraham  8igt.  Disborough  (47 iV.  F., 
421),  Cutis  ^.  Omld  (57  f^..  232) 
appliecf.     (la.) 

See  UsUBY. 

Real  Estate  Trust  Company  agt. 

Bader,  ante,  281. 
Wheaton  agt.  Voorhis,  ante,    319 


MOTIONS  AND  0RDER8. 

1.  A  motion  at  the  close  of  the 
case  to  conform  the  pleadings  to 
the  proof  can  never  be  granted 
where  the  admission  of  the  evi- 
dence has  been  promptly  objected 
to  upon  the  ground  that  the  evi- 
dence did  not  tend  to  support  the 
allegations  in  the  answer.  (Wheat- 
on S^.  VoofMSy  et  al.,  ante,  819.) 

Chamber  order  of  county  judge  — 
appeal  from — can  only  be  taken 
after  order  has  been  entered  in 
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the  county  clerk's  office.    {See  Pool 
agt.  Saffard,  10  Hun,  407.) 

Motion  for  a  new  trial,  after  inter- 
locutory judgment  —  appeal  need 
not  be  taken  —  Code,  section  208. 
(See  Bennett  agt  Austin,  10  Euriy 
451.) 

Setting  a^ide  judgment^ —  not  granted 
on  a  second  motion,  after  denial 
of  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
judge's  minutes.  {See  Knapp  agt 
I\wt,  10  Hun,  35. 

To  set  oflf  judgment  —  distinction 
l)etween  remedy  by  motion  and 
action.  {See  ProtUjf  agt  Sw\ft, 
10  Hun,  283.) 

Moving  party — right  of,  on  motion, 
to  read  affidavits  not  served.  (See 
Jacobe  agt  MiUer,  10  Hun,  230.) 

2.  The  supreme  court  at  special  term 
has  power  to  vacate  an  order  con- 
firmmg  the  report  of  commission- 
ers appointed  to  appraise  the  com- 
pensation for  lands  sought  to  be 
taken  for  railroad  purposes,  and 
thereupon  to  set  aside  the  report 
and  to  appoint  new  Commission- 
ers; the  owner  is  not  confined  to 
the  remedy  by  appeal  to  fhe  gene- 
ral term  given  by  the  generalrail- 
road  act  (Sece.  17,  18,  chap,  140, 
Laws  of  1850).  In  re  Appiication 
ofN.  T.G.andHR.B,K Co.,^ 
N.  r.,  60.) 

8.  Where  cause  is  shown  for  thus 
setting  aside  the  proceedings,  the 
court  IS  the  judge  of  the  sufficiency 
thereof,  and  the  granting  such  re- 
lief is  within  its  discretion,  the 
exercise  whereof  may  be  reviewed 
by  the  general  term,  but  not  in 
this  court.     (Id.) 

4.  The  report  of  commissioners  may 
be  set  aside  for  misconduct,  pal- 
pable error  or  accident  on  the  part 
of  the  commissioners,  such  as 
would  authorize  the  setting  aside 
of  a  verdict  or  the  report  of  a 
referee  ;  and  what  would  author- 
ize a  special  term  to  excuse  a  de- 


fault of  a  party  and  to  est  aside  an 
inquest  or  a  dismissal  of  a  com- 
plaint taken  at  a  circuit,  will  em- 
power it  to  vacate  the  order  of 
confirmation,    ijd.) 

5.  An  order  of  refei^noe,  under  sec- 
tion 222  of  the  code,  to  ascertam 
danoAges  upon  an  undertaking 
^ven  upon  the  granting  of  an 
Injunction,  cannot  be  r^;ularly 
granted  until  judgment  has  been 
entered;  but  where  the  order  is 
entered  by  plaintiff's  consent  this 
obviates  the  objection.  (Lawton 
agt.  Oreen,  64  N.  F.,  326.) 

6.  The  final  order  in  such  proceed- 
ings should  be  limited  to  fixing 
the  amount  of  damages,  and  a 
provision  therein  requirii^  the 
plaintiff  to  pay  the  same  is  im- 
proper. The  amount  of  damages 
so  ascertained  is  conclusive  upon 
the  parties  and  the  sureties^  but 
payment  can  only  be  enforced  by 
action  upon  the  undertaking.  (Id.) 

7.  A  right  to  set  off  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  A.  against  B.,  against  a 
judgment  in  Favor  of  B.*  against 
A.,  cannot  be  asserted  by  motion 
on  behalf  of  A.,  where  it  appears 
that  before  B.'s  judgment  was  ob- 
tained he  assigned  his  claim  to  a 
third  person.  If  A.  has  any 
equities  they  can  only  be  enforced 
by  action,  not  by  motion.  (Swifi 
agt.  Frouty,  64  K  F.,  545.) 

8.  As  to  whether  an  order  denjing 
a  motion  to  set  off  one  judgment 
against  another  is  reviewable  here, 
qudJBi'e,    (Id,) 

9.  Under  the  provision  of  the  me- 
chanic's lien  law  of  New  York 
city  of  1863  {chap,  500,  Lawt  of 
1863),  providing  for  the  continu- 
ance'of  a  lien  *  *  by  order  of  court,'' 
the  order  of  any  court  having 
jurisdiction  of  such  liens  is  suffl- 

.  cient  {Dajrrotio  agt  Morgan,  65 
K  r.,  333.) 

10.  Konoticeof  application  for  such 
an  order  is  necessary,  unless  the 
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court  to  which  application  is  made 
requires  it.    {Id,) 

11.  It  is  not  necesanr  to  the  validity 
of  an  order  of  referees,  aflSrming 
upon  appeal  a  decision  of  high- 
way commissioners  laying  out  a 
highway,  that  it  should  show  that 

'  allof  the  referees  met  to  deliberate 
on  the  subject-matter  of  the  order 
or  were  notified  so  to  do,  and  such 
order  is  not  void,  although  signed 
by  only  two  of  the  referees. 
(jnople  ex  rel.  Becker  agt.  BurUm, 
65^.  r., 463,) 

12.  If  presence  or  notice  to  all  the 
referees  was  required,  a  return  by 
the  referees  upon  appeal  from 
their  decision,  signed  by  all  the 
referees,  stating  that  all  were 
present  at  the  hearing  and  when 
Uie  decision  was  made,  and  delib- 
erated thereon,  is  suflaicient  to  sus- 
tain the  order.    {Id.) 

18.  An  order  granting,  denying,  con- 
tinuing or  setting  aside  a  prelimi- 
nary injunction  is  not  reviewable 
in  this  court,  and  the  court  will 
not  entertain  an  appeal  therefrom 
for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  right  of  plaintiff  to  maintain 
the  action.  (Calkin  agt.  Man.  OU 
Co.,  65  N.  F.,  557.) 

14.  In  an  action  alleging  a  partner- 
ship between  the  parties  (which 
was  denied  by  the  answer)  and 
asking  for  an  accounting,  an  or- 
der of  reference  was  entered  di- 
recting the  referee,  1st.  To  hear, 
determine  and  report  as  to  whether 
the  partnership  existed.  2d.  Stay- 
ing proceedings  thereon  to  enable 
eimer  party  to  move  for  a  new  trial 
at  general  term.  3d.  If  the  referee 
found,  or  if  upon  the  motion  for 
a  new  trial  it  should  be  determined 
that  a  partnership  existed,  then 
that  an  accounting  be  taken  by  the 
referee.  The  referee  reported  that 
a  partnership  existed  and  directed 
an  accounting.  Hddy  that  a  motion 
at  general  term  to  set  aside  the 
report  and  for  a  new  trial  was 
proper,  as  was  also  an  appeal  to 


this  court  from  the  order  of  gen- 
eral term  granting  a  new  trial 
{Johnson  agt.  YoungSy  65  N,  T,, 
599.) 

16.  Where  an  order  shows  that  the 
motion  was  granted  upon  ques- 
tions of  fact,  every  question  of 
law  and  fact  appearing  in  the 
record  is  open  for  review  here. 
{Id.)    • 

When  motion,  and  not  appeal,  pro- 
per remedy  to  correct  Judgment. 
(See  ColesLgL  li/l&r,  65  JY.  F.,  73.) 


NEGLIGENCE. 

1.  The  rule  seems  to  be  that  causes 
of  action  for  damages,  such  as  are 
given  by  our  statutes  {Laws  of 
1847  and  1849)  to  the  personal 
representative  of  a  deceased  per- 
son, whose  death  was  caused  by 
culpable  negligence,  are  not  re- 
cognized by  the  conmion  law,  and 
that  statutes  of  any  particular 
state  giving  such  rights  of  action 
have  no  extra  territorial  jurisdic- 
tion. (Stalknecht  agt.  Penjisylva- 
nia  Bailtoad  Company ,  ante,  305.) 

2.  But  causes  of  action  of  this  char- 
acter, arising  under  statutes  of  one 
state,  n^ay  be  enforced  in  another 
state,  provided  it  is  made  to  ap- 
pear that  the  maintenance  of  such 
causes  of  action  is  in  conformity 
with  the  policy  of  the  state  in 
which  the  action  is  brought,  and 
are  recognized  by  the  laws  of  that 
state.    Qd.) 

8.  Where  the  complaint  sets  forth 
the  following  facts,  viz.:  That 
defendant  is  a  corporation  of  the 
state  of  Pennsylvania,  and  the 
owner  of  the  Pennsylvania  rail- 
road. &c. ;  that  plainnfTs  intestate 
was  in  the  employment  of  defend- 
ants, as  brakeman  on  a  freight 
train,  at  the  time  of  the  accident 
which  caused  his  death;  that  the 
death  was  caused  by  negligence, 
&c.,  of  defendants,  and  without 
any  fault  of  plaintiff's  intestate; 
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that  the  collision  occurred  in  the 
state  of  New  Jer^y;  then  sets 
oat  a  statute  of  the  state  of  New 
Jersey,  and  atleses  that  it  wasjunrt 
of  the  law  of  New  Jersey,  at  the 
time  of  the  oteurrence  of  the  niev- 
ances  complained  of  by  plamttff, 
and  under  which  plaintiff  claims 
the  right  to  recoyer  in  this  action; 
that  plaintiff  was  duly  appointed 
administratrix,  &c,  and  that  her 
intestate  left  surviving  the  plain- 
tiff, his  widow,  and  three  minor 
children,  who  were  dependent 
upon  him  for  support,  and  sus- 
^ined  pecuniary  injury  by  his 
death  to  plaintiff's  damage,  nam- 
ing the  amount: 

Held,  on  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint, that  it  appeavB,  from  the 
allegations  in  the  complaint,  that 
the  act  of  New  Jersey  is  in  entire 
coDRonance  with  the  poUcy  of  the 
stale  of  New  York,  as  declared  by 
its  acts  of  1847  and  1840,  and  that 
the  complaint  stated  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion.   (Id.) 


NEWLY-DISCOVERED  EVI- 
DENCE. 

1.  A  new  trial  will  not  be  granted  on 
the  ground  of  newlydMeavered evi- 
dence where  the  evidence  claimed 
to  be  newly  discovered  is  cumula- 
tive, evidence  of  a  similar  charac- 
ter having  been  introduced  upon 
the  trial.  (OcUe  agt.  New  York 
Central  and  Hudson  niwr  Railroad 
Co.,  ante,  385.) 


NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  In  actions  for  personal  ir^uries 
the  court  Will  not  grant  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  of  excessive 
damages^  unless  the  damages  are 
so  outrageous  as  to  strike  every 
one  with  the  enormity  and  injus- 
tice of  them,  and  so  as  to  induce 
the  court  to  believe  that  the  jury 
must  have  acted  from  passion, 
prejudice,  partiality  or  corruption. 
{Gale  agt.  New  York  Central  and 


Hndeon  Biner  BaHroad  Co., 
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d.  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  the  damages 

'  are  too  high,  and  that  it  would 
have  given  much  less.  It  is  the 
judgment  of  Uie  jury,  and  not  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  which  is  to. 
assess  the  dama^  in  actions  for 
personal  torts  or  u^ries,    (Id,) 

3.  Although  there  are  cases  in  which 
the  court  has  sometimes  i-educed 
Terdkis  where  the  damages  were 
excessive,  it  would  seem  to  be  a 
doubtful  practice  in  actions  for 
personil  injuries.  A  jury,  and  a 
jury  onlv,  under  the  laws  of  oar 
state,  unless  otherwise  agreed  upon 
by  the  parties,  is  the  body  to  whom 
the  duty  of  awnsmng  damages  in 
actioiis  of  this  character  is  con- 
fided, and  the  law  which  enables 
a  Judge  to  fix  and  limiUa  recovery 
qfter  terdiet  would  seem  to  apply 
equally  as  well  to  a  case  iisfore 
verdict.    (Id.) 

4  The  better  practice  would  seem 
to  be,  where  the  verdict  is  so  ex- 
cessive as  to  justify  the  conclusion 
that  it  is  the  result  of  partiality, 
prejudice  or  corruption,  to  set  it 
aside  and  order  a  new  trial,  and 
thus  allow  a  new  jury  to  assess  the 
damages.    (Id,) 

5.  A  new  trial  will  not  be  ^[ranted 
on  the  groimdof  newly  discovered 
evidence  where  the  evidence  claim- 
ed to  be  newly  discovered  is  cumu- 
lative, evidence  of  a  similar  char- 
acter having  been  introduced  upon 
the  trial.    (Id.) 

8.  The  alleged  decUrations  of  jurors 
as  to  the  grounds  of  their  verdict, 
cannot  be  received  to  impeach  it. 
The  affidavits  of  the  jurors  them- 
selves could  not  be  received  for 
that  purpose,  and  much  less  their 
unsworn  statements  made  to  a 
third  person,    (/d) 

7.  If  the  prevailing  party  to  an 
action,  with  a  view  of  inflaendBg 
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a  jmcfr  by  placing  him  undcfr  ob- 
ligations to  bim,  seeks  and  obtains 
an  opportunity  so  to  do,  a  new 
trial  vrUl  be  granted.  In  soch  case 
the  oonrt  could  see  that  an  eibrt 
had  been  made  to  improperly  in- 
fluence, and  it  would  not  stop  to 
inquire  whether  the  attempt  nad 
or  had  not  been  successful,  but 
would  assume  that  the  party  had, 
or  at  least  partly  succeeded  in 
that   which   ne  had   attempted. 

8.  When,  however,  the  court  is 
satisfied  that  there  has  been  no 
attempt  by  the  successful  party  to 
unduly  influence  a  Juror,  either  by 
conyersation  or  by  pladng  him 
under  obligations,  and  that  his 
action  has  not  in  fact  been  im- 
properly influenced,  then,  even 
though  the  act  may  have  been  in- 
diBcreet,  the  court  will  not  disturb 
the  verdict.    (M,) 

9.  On  a  Friday  during  the  promss 
of  the  trial,  the  jury  having  been 
discharged  till  the  rollowing  Mon- 
day, one  of  the  jurors,  being  about 
twelve  miles  from  home  and  hav- 
ing failed  to  obtain  any  other 
equally  comfortable  opportunity 
to  reach  his  residence,  asked  the 
plaintiff,  who  had  to  go  for  a 
number  of  miles  in  the  same  direc- 
tion, for  permisdon  to  ride  witii 
him.  To  this  the  plaintiff  con- 
sented. It  was  abundantly  shown 
that  nothing  whatever  concerning 
the  cause  upon  trial  was  spoken 
of  or  discussed,  nor  were  any 
words  exchanged  between  the  ju- 
ror and  the  plaintiff,  except  when 
the  Juror  left  the  sleigh  *at  the 
point  where  there  routes  home- 
wards diverged,  the  Juror  thanked 
the  plahitiff  for  kindness.  Before 
the  close  of  the  trial  the  Juror 
reported  what  he  had  done  to  the 
court,  and  the  fact  was  known  to 
the  defendant's  counsel,  who  made 
no  objection  to  the  Juror  for  this 
reason.  On  motion  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  for  this  cause: 

^Idy  that  the  act  done  was  not 
an  offictouB  one  thrust  by  the  pre- 


vailing party  upon  the  juror  for 
the  purpose  of  procuring  his  good 
will  and  thus  influencing  action, 
but  it  was  the  result  of  neighborly 
courtesy  and  kindness,  without 
any  evil  intent  whatever,  and  is  no 
^ound  for  disturbing  the  verdict. 
Heldy  also,  that  the  fact  that  the 
juror  rode  home  with  the  plaintiff 
being  known  to  the  defendant's 
counsel  before  the  close  of  the 
trial,  whilst  the  defendant  would 
not,  perhaps,  be  precluded  from 
raiBing  any  objection  founded 
upon  any  improper  attempt  to 
influence,  which  was  then  un- 
known, yet  the  objection,  based 
upon  the  mere  ride  with  the  plain- 
tiff, because  not  then  made,  must 
be  deemed  to  have  been  waived. 

10.  An  allowance  to  the  plaintiff  of 
two  and  one-half  per  cent  for 
costs  on  the  verdict  of  $14,000 
deemed  suflAcient  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case.    (Id,) 

See  DrvoRCB.     • 

Harding  agt.  Harding ^  ante,  238. 

11.  After  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  has 
been  made  upon  the  minutes  of 
the  justice  before  whom  the  action 
was  tried,  and  by  him  denied,  it 
is  error  for  another  justice  to  en- 
tertain and  grant  another  motion 
to  set  aside  the  judgment  on  the 
ground  of  '*  error  and  manifest 
injustice,"  a  new  trial  can  only  be 
granted  in  such  a  case  on  appeal 
from  the  flrst  order.  (Knapp  agt. 
Past,  10  Hun,  85.) 

Motion  for,  after  interlocutory  judg- 
ment — appeal  need  not  be  taken — 
Code,  section  268.  (See  BmneU 
agt.  Austin,  10  Hun,  451.) 

12.  In  an'actibn  to  recover  damages 
for  breach  of  contract,  where  plain- 
tiff his  recovered  judgment  sallow- 
ing one  item  of  damage  claimed 
and  rejecting  another,  he  cannot 
retain  the  amount  allowed  and  ask 
upon  appeal  for  a  retrial  as  to  the 
item  rejected ;  if  a  reversal  an4 
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new  trial  is  granted,  it  must  be  of 
the  entire  judgment  and  claim. 
{WoMenhokM  agt  W.  R  M,  Co., 
64  iV:  r.,  272.) 


NON-RESIDENT.         , 

1.  In  this  action,  brought  by  the 
plaintiffs,  who  were  non-reslaents, 
to  enforce  an  attachment,  issued 
in  another  action  in  which  they 
had   recovered    judgment,    they 

fave  to  the  sheriff  the  bond  of  in- 
emnity  required  by  section  288 
of  the  Code.  Hetd,  that  they  were 
not  thereby  relieved  from  giving 
security  for  costs,  as  required  by 
part  8,  chapter  10,  title  2,  section 
l,ofthe  Revised  Statutes.  (Hodges 
agt.  PMer,  10  Eun,  244.) 


NONSUIT. 

1.  As  to  whether,  when  a  motion  for 
a  nonsuit  is  made  and  granted 
upon  an  untenable  ground,  affood 
ground  which  might  have  been 
obviated  had  it  been  presented  by 
further  proof,  can  be  availed  of 
on  appeal  to  sustain  the  decision, 

rre.    (BeckwUh  agt.  Whaien,  65 
r.,  822.) 


NOTICE. 

1.  One  who  seeks  to  establish  a  right 
in  hostility  to  a  recorded  title  to 
or  security  upon  land,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  a  prior  unrecorded 
conveyance  or  prior  equities,  must 
show  actual  notice  to  the  subse- 
quent purchaser  of  his  rights,  or 
prove  circumstances  such  as  would 
put  a  prudent  man  upon  his  guard 
and  from  which  actual  notice  may 
be  inferred  and  found.  (Broton 
agt  Volkeninff,  64  Jf.  F.,  76.) 

2.  The  possession  which  will  be 
equivalent  to  actual  notice  to  a 
subsequent  purchaser  must  be  an 
actual,  open  and  visible  occupa- 
tion, inconsistent  with  the  title  of 


the  apparent  owner  by  the  record, 
not  equivocal,  occaMonal  or  for 
a  special  or  temporary  purpose. 
Constructive  possession  wfll  not 
suffice.    {Id.) 

8.  The  principle  of  constructive  no- 
.    tice  will  not  apply  to  an  unin- 
habited and  unfinished  dwdUng- 
house  (FoLOEB,t/.,  diisenta).  (Id) 

4.  One  F.  transferred  to  plaintiff  by 
deed  in  trust,  among  other  things, 
a  demand  against  defendant  ror 
money  loan^.  P.  subsequently 
brou^t  suit  against  plaintiff  to  set 
aside  the  trust,  in  which  action 
defendant  was  sworn  as  a  witness. 
Plaintiff  succeeded  in  tlie  liti^- 
tion.  In  an  action  upon  the  clann 
defendant  proved  payment  to  F. 
Plaintiff  requested  the  court  to 
charge  that  the  pendency  of  said 
action  brought  by  F.  was  oon- 
stmctive  notice  to  defendant  of 
the  existence  of  the  trust  deed. 
The  court  refused  so  to  charge. 
Bdd,  no  error ;  that  whether  de- 
fendant had  notice  of  the  charac- 
ter of  the  action  sufficient  to  pnt 
him  upon  inquirr  was  a  question 
of  &ct  for  the  jury.  {Meermam 
agt  EUsworthy  64  jf,  F.,  159.) 

6.  No  notice  of  judgment,  execution 
and  return  is  necessary  to  be  given 
before  suit  is  brought  upon  an 
undertaking  on  appeal.  [Humer' 
ion&gt.  Hoy,  65  iV^  F,  380.) 

6.  It  seems,  that  on  appeal  from  the 
determination  of  commissioners 
of  highways  laying  out  a  highway 
no  notice  of  the  time  and  p&ce  of 
hearing  the  appeal  before  referees 
is  required  to  be  given  to  the 
owner  or  occupants  of  the  lands  to 
be  taken.  The  only  notice  re- 
quired to  be  given  is  to  the  com- 
missioners and  to  one  or  more 
applicants  for  the  road  (1  R  8., 
518,  sec.  87).  (PiBople  ex  reL  Becker 
agt.  BurUm,  65  N.  F,  452.) 

7.  An  owner  who  appears  and  is 
heard  before  the  referees  without 
objectihg  to  their  jurisdiction  be- 
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cause  of  omiasion  to  serve  nonce 
iipon  him,  cannot  raise  tlie  objec- 
tion on  appeal  from  the  decision 
of  the  referees.    {Id) 


NOTICE  OP  SUIT  PENDING. 

1.  The  filing  of  a  notice  of  suit  pend- 
ing, and  we  levy,  by  virtne  of  an 
attachment  upon  real  estate  form- 
erly owned  by  the  defendant  but 
sold  and  conveyed,  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  plaintiff,  prior  to  the 
filing  and  levy,  does  not  defeat 
the  title  of  the  purchased,  if  regu- 
lar in  all  respects,  save  that  his 
Conveyance  is  not  recorded  ;  nor  is 
such  title  subordinated  to  the  lien 
of  the  attachment.  {Lamont  agt. 
Chesfmrt,  65  N,  F.,  80.) 

2.  The  provision  of  the  Code  (mc, 
183),  providing  for  the  filing  of  Us 
pendeiUy  makmg  it  constructive 
notice  to  a  purchaser,  and  declar- 
ing that  a  purchaser  whose  con- 
veyance is  subsequently  executed 
or  recorded  shall  be  a  subsequent 
purchaser  and  shall  be  bound  by 
the  proceedings,  simply  affects 
such  purchaser  ^*to  the  same  extent 
as  if  he  were  made  a  party  "  to  the 
action;  and  the  title  of  a  purchaser 
so  holding  under  a  prior  unrecord- 
ed conveyance,  if  made  a  party-, 
could  not,  under  such  circum- 
stiuices,  be  affected  when  plaintiff, 
at  the  time  of  filing  notice,  had 
actual  or  constructive  notice  of 
his  rights.    (Id,) 

8.  Under  an  execution,  issued  in  an 
action  wherein  notice  had  been 
filed  and  attachment  issued  and 
levied  as  aforesaid,  the  sheriff  sold 
and  subsequently  conveyed  all  the 
estate  in  the  premises  of  which 
the  judgment  debtor  was  seized 
and  possessed  on  the  day  judg- 
ment was  perfected.  In  an  action 
of  ejectment  by  one  claiming 
under  the  sheriff  s  deed,  ?ield,  that 
as  prior  to  that  day  the  judgment 
debtor  had  conveyed  and  then  had 
no  estate,  nothing  was  conveyed 
by  the  sheriff's  deed.    (Id,) 


OFFER 

1.  After  issue  had  been  joined  in 
this  action,  and  on  the  seventh  of 
February,  an  order  to  allow  judg- 
ment to  be  taken  against  him  was 
served  by  the  defendant ;  on  the 
ninth  of  February  the  cause  was 
regularly  called  in  its  order  on  the 
calendar,  an  inquest  taken  therein, 
and  the  costs  accruing  subsequent 
to  the  offer  taxed  in  plaintiff's 
favor.  Held,  that,  as  ten  days 
had  not  elapsed  from  the  service 
of  the  offer  of  jud^ent  to  the 
time  of  trial,  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  disregard  the  offer  and  to 
tax  the  costs  thereafter  accruing. 
(Herman  agt.  Lyons,  10  Hun^  111.) 


PAROL  EVIDENCE. 

1.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible,  to 
show  what  took  place  at  the  time, 
when  the  answers  were  filled  out 
to  the  written  interrogations  put 
to  the  insured  on  his  application 
for  a  life  ]>o]icv,  when  such  an- 
swers are  ambiguous.  (Higgins 
^  Phamx  Mui.  Life  Ins,  Oo,,  10 
Sun,  459.) 

Admissible  to  show  the  time  of  the 
execution  and  delivery  of  a  paper, 
offered  in  evidence  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  a  case  out  of  the 
statute  of  limitations.  (See  Kin- 
caid  agt.  Archibald,  10  Hun,  9.) 


PARTIES. 

1.)  Where  the  complaint  alleged  that 
there  were  "  other  individuals  com- 
prising the  firm  of  J.  B.  Lippincott 
&  Company  "  besides  the  two  per- 
sons made  defendant,  hM,  that 
the  other  partners  are  necessary 
parties,  and  that  to  render  the 
omission  to  make  them  parties 
available  on  demurrer,  the  defect 
api[earing  on  the  face  of  the  com- 
plaint, it  was  not  necessary  that  it 
should  also  appear  that  the  other 
parties  were  living.  (Qreen  agt 
LippincoUf  ante,  88.) 
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2.  Where  a  contractor  had  failed  to 
perform  his  contract  for  the  re- 
moval of  "night  soil,"  and  the 
board  of  health  passed  a  resolution 
and  acted  thereunder,  directing  its 
immediate  removal : 

Held,  that  the  board  of  health, 
under  the  fifth  section  of  chapter 
6d6  of  Laws  of  1874,  was  a  neces- 
sary party  to  an  action  by  the  con- 
tractor aniinst  the  city  of  New 
York.  (BeU  agt  The  Mayor,  dbc., 
ante,9Si.) 

3.  In  an  action  to  reform  and  re- 
voke a  deed  of  trust  all  the  bene- 
ficiaries named  in  the  deed  are 
necessary  parties.  {Canklin  agt. 
Da/vies,  ante,  409.) 

4.  They  are  entitled  to  be  heard  upon 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  deed 
should  have  contained  a  power  of 
revocation.    (Id) 

See  Answer. 

AsUe  agt.  Leeming,  ante^  897. 

5.  An  assignee  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  of  an  insolvent  copart- 
nership, the  representatives  of  a 
deceased  partner,  and  the  surviv- 
in|;  partners  may  properly  be 
jomed  as  parties  deienaant,  and 
an  action  may  properly  be  brought 
against  them  by  a  creditor  of  the 
firm,  to  compel  the  assignee  to 
account  and  pay  over  to  plaintiff 
his  share  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
partnership  property,  and  (it  being 
alleg^ed  in  the  complaint  that  the 
surviving  partners  are  insolvent) 
to  recover  of  the  representatives 
the  balance  of  plaintiff's  clhim 
(Allen  and  Eabl,  JJ.,  dissent- 
ing.   (Haines  agt.  HoUister,  64  N. 

6.  It  seems,  it  is  not  necessary  in 
such  an  action  that  the  other  cred- 
itors should  be  made  parties,  or 
that  the  action  should  be  brought 
in  their  behalf.    (Id.) 

7.  Even  if  it  were  necessary,  when 
it  does  not  appear  upon  the  face 
of  the  complaint  that  there  are 


other  creditors,  this  is  not  a  good 
ground  for  demurrer.    (Id.) 

8.  One  asserting  a  right  imder  a 
mortgagor  pnor  to  the  mortgage, 
is  a  proper  party  to  an  action  for 
foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  and 
the  question  of  priority  is  proper 
to  be  determined  in  the  action. 
(Brown  agt.  VMening,  64  N.  T., 
76.) 

9.  Under  section  891  of  the  code,  a 
plaintiff  in  an  action  pending  mav 
examine  the  adverse  party  on  oath 
before  service  of  the  complaint, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
facts  on  which  to  frame  the  com- 

Slaint.    (Olennev  agt  Stedtoell,  64 
I  F.,  120.) 

10.  If  the  affidavit  presented  to  a 
judge  for  the  purpose  of  procurinij 
an  order  for  such  examination, 
discloses  a  case  giving  the  judge 
power  to  act,  his  action  is  discre- 
tionary and  cannot  be  reviewed 
here.    (Id,) 

11.  The  effect  of  said  provision  can- 
not be  altered  by  a  rule  of  the 
court.    (Id.) 

12.  Where  separate  and  independent 
acts  of  negligence  of  two  parties 
are  the  du'ect  causes  of  a  ain^e 
injury  to  a  third  person,  and  it  is 
impossible  to  determine  in  what 
proportion  each  contributed  to  the 
injury,  either  is  responsible  for  the 
whole  injury  ;  and  this,  although 
his  act  alone  might  not  have 
caused  the  entire  mjury,  and  al- 
though without  fault  on  his  part, 
the  same  damage  would  have  re 
suited  from  the  act  of  the  oUier. 
(Slater  agt.  Mersereau,  64  if.  7., 
188.) 

18.  Where  the  owner  of  a  mortgage 
has  pledged  the  same  as  collateral 
securitv  for  a  debt  less  than  the 
fa(;e  of  the  mortgage,  he  has  an 
interest  in  the  same  which  etititles 
him  to  bring  an  action  for  the 
foreclosure  of  the  mortgage.  In 
sucli  action  the  pledgee  is  aneces- 
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saiy  party,  but  it  is  immaterial  as 
far  as  the  mortgagor  or  other  par- 
ties in  interest  are  concerned 
whether  he  is  made  a  plaintiff  or 
defendant  (JSHtnwn  SLgi.  Satterlee, 
64  Jf.  Z,  657.) 

14  Where  insurance  is  effected  by 
an  a^nt  for  a  principal  known  to 
the  insurer  but  not  named  in  the 
policy,  the  agent  become  a  trus- 
tee of  an  express  trust,  within  the 
meaning  of  section  113  of  the 
Code,  and  an  action  may  be 
brought  upon  the  policy,  either 
in  the  name  of  the  principal  or 
agent  (Lott,  Ch,  C,  and  Eabl, 
a ,  diasenting).  {Pitney  agt.  Q.  F. 
Im.  Co.,  65  JT.  r.,  6.) 

15.  A  party  to  an  action  is  not  pro- 
hibited bv  section  899  of  the  Code 
from  testifying  to  a  transaction  or 
communication  between  himself 
and  a  deceased  agent  of  the  oppo- 
site party.  {HUSebrant  agt  Oraw- 
ford,  65  N.  F.,  107.) 

16.  He  may  testify  also  to  a  conversa- 
tion, heard  by  him,  between  a 
principal  and  agent,  both  de- 
ceased, as  against  a  successor  in 
interest  of  the  principal.    (Id,) 

17.  By  statute  {cha/p.  257,  Loam  of 
1870)  the  then  trustees  (who  are 
named)  of  defendant,  a  religious 
corporation,  were  authorized  to 
make  disposition  of  a  fund  be- 
longing to  the  corporation,  for 
other  than  corporate  purposes. 
This  action  was  brought  to  re- 
strain such  disposition,  the  com- 
plaint alleging  the  act  to  be  un-^ 
constitutional,  and  that  the  trus- 
tees named  iutended  and  were 
proceeding  to  make  such  disposi- 
tion of  the  fund  ;  there  was  no 
allegation  that  the  corporation 
itself  contemplated  any  action. 
Mdd,  that  the  exercise  of  the 
power  was  conferred  by  the  act 
upon  the  trustees  as  individuals, 
and  no  cause  of  action  was  set 
forth  against  defendant ;  that  to 
enable  the  «ourt  to  pass  upon  the 
constitutionality  of  the  act,  the 


persons  claiming  to  exercise  au- 
thority under  it  should  be  made 
parties.  (Dams  agt.  The  Trui(ee$, 
<fec.,  66.y.  E,  878.) 


PARTITION. 

1.  A  judgment  in  an  action  for  parti- 
tion of  lands  held  by  partners  as 
tenants  in  common,  which  directs 
a  partition  by  commissioners,  and 
charges  a  mortgage  held  by  one  of 
the  partners  covering  the  undi- 
vided interest  of  hm  copartner 
upon  the  separate  share  of  the 
latter,  is  not,  where  no  division 
has  already  been  made,  a  bar  to 
an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of 
the  mortgage.  (Beid  agt  Ga/rdner, 
65  JT.  r.,578.) 


PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  An  agreement  between  parties  to 
share  in  the  profits  which  might 
arise  out  of  the  purchase  of  real 
estate,  is  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
partnership  as  to  third  persons, 
no  matter  what  they  may  be  mter 
aeee.  (W&Uams  et  al,  agt  Oilliet, 
^oZ.,  anttf,  429.) 

2.  There  may  be  a  copartnership  in 
real  estate,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  the  existence  of  such  partner- 
ship that  it  be  evidenced  by  a  writ- 
ten agreement  signed  by  the  part- 
ners; but  it  may  be  created  by 
parol.    (Id.) 

3.  Where  the  ostensible  partner  is 
alone  known  in  the  transaction, 
all  persons  are  held  responsible  as 
partners  to  third  persons  who  are 
to  share  in  the  profits.    (Id.) 

4.  It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  that 
a  smaller  claim  than  the  party  is 
entitled  to  is  made  in  the  com- 
plaint.   (Id.) 

5.  Defendant  D.  made  a  contract 
with  F.  for  the  purchase  of  the 
land  in  question.    It  was  agreed 
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between  )t,  the  defendant  D.  and 
the  defendant  G.,  that  the  property 
should  be  bought  for  then:  joint 
benefit;  R  contributing  one-half, 
D.  on&Kjuarter  and  G.  one>quar- 
ter.  It  was  further  understood 
that  D.  should  take  the  title  and 
g^ve  back  the  mortgage.  The  par- 
ties each  contribute  their  propor- 
tionate share  of  the  purchase- 
money,  and  as  long  as  interest  was 
paid  upon  the  mortgage,  each  paid 
his  proportionate  simre  of  such 
interest  * 

Held,'thBX  R.  G.  and  D.  were 
copartners  in  the  transaction,  and 
all  were  liable  for  the  debt  created 
in  that  enterprise.    (Id.) 

6.  An  assignee  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  of  an  insolvent  copart- 
nership, the  representatives  of  a 
deceased  partner,  and  the  sur- 
viving partners  may  properly  be 
joined  as  parties  defendant,  and 
an  action  may  pK)p€rly  be  brought 
against  them  by  a  creditor  of  the 
firm,  to  compel  the  assignee  to 
account  and  pay  over  to  plaintiff 
his  share  of  tne  proceeds  of  the 
partnership  property,  and  (it  being 
alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the 
surviving  partners  are  insolvent) 
to  recover  of  the  representatives 
the  balance  of  plaintifTs  claim 
(Allen  and  Earl,  //.,  dissenting). 
(Haines  agt.  HolUster,  64  N.  Z.  1.) 

7.  It  seems,  it  is  not  necessary  in 
such  an  action  that  the  other 
creditors  should  be  made  parties, 
or  that  the  action  should  be 
brought  in  their  behalf.    {Id.) 

8.  Even  if  it  were  necessary  when  it 
*  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of 

the  complaint  that  there  are  other 
creditors,  this  is  not  a  good  ground 
for  demurrer.    (Id.) 

9.  Where  one  engaged  in  business 
enters  into  a  copartnership  wfth 
another  for  the  purpose  of  contin- 
uing the  business,  and  transfers 
its  assets  to  the  firm  in  considera- 
tion of  an  agreement  of  the  firm 
to  assume  and  pay  certain  speci- 


fied debts  incurred  in  the  iTOsinefis, 
and  to  apply  the  assets  first  to  the 
payment  of  said  debts,  the  agree- 
ment is  to  be  deemed  as  made  for 
the  benefit  of  Uie  creditors  hold- 
ing the  claims  specified,  and  an 
action  may  be  maintained  by  sach 
a  creditor  against  the  firm  upoD 
such  agreement  (AmM  agt. 
IficholsMN.  r.,117.) 

10.  An  allegation  in  such  an  action, 
in  the  answer  of  the  partner,  that 
he  was  induced  to  enter  into  the 
agreement  by  the  fraud  of  the 
original  debtor  in  the  absence  of 
allegations  that  he  has  resciuded 
the  agreement  on  account  of  the 
fraud,  or  has  sustained  damages 
by  reason  thereof,  does  not  author- 
ize evidence  of  the  fraud  upon  the 
trial    (Id.) 

U.  One  who  purchases  the  interest  of 
a  partuer  in  a  firm  acquires  simply 
a  right  to  an  accoimting  in  respect 
to  the  partnership  effects  and  to  a 
share  of  the  surplus  remaining 
alter  payment  of  the  partnership 
debts,  deducting  any  bidance  that 
may  be  due  from  the  vendor  to 
his  copartners  upon  an  accounting. 
(Morse  agt.  Qkasan,  64  N.  F.,  204.) 

12.  Where  a  member  of  a  firm  trans- 
fers his  interest  therein  to  a  third 
person,  who  is  received  into  the 
firm  as  a  partner  in  his  stead,  he 
thereafter  occupies  the  positioD 
simply  of  surety  for  the  finn  debts 
to  the  extent  that  the  assets  of  the 
firm  are  sufScient  for  their  pay- 
ment Such  assets  are  held  by 
the  new  firm,  charged  with  a  trust 
for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of 
the  old  firm.    (Id.) 

18.  Real  estate  purchased  for  and  ap- 
propriated to  partn^^ip  purpose* 
and  paid  for  out  of  partnership 
funds  is  partnership  property,  al- 
though the  legal  title  is  taken  in 
the  name  of  one  of  the  partners; 
equity  will  hold  him  as  trustee  for 
the  firm.  (Fairehikyt^Ilhirek^ 
64  N.  r.,  471.) 
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14.  There  is  no  distinction  in  respect 
to  the  proof  necessary  to  establish 
the  fact  that  the  real  estate  iiB  part- 
nership property  between  such  a 
case  and  the  case  of  a  conveyance 
to  the  seyeral  piartners  ;  it  may  be 
established  in  either  case  by  parol 
evidence.    (Id.) 

15.  The  fact  that  in  the  firm  ac- 
counts the  land  is  treated  the  same 
as  other  firm  property  as  to  pur- 
chase-money, mcome,  expenses, 
etc.,  is  a  controlling  circumstance 
in  determining  the  intent,  and 
from  it  an  agreement  may  be  in- 
ferred.   (IcL) 

16.  For  the  purpose  of  paying  debts 
and  adjusting  the  equities  between 
the  copartners  real  estate  belong- 
ing to  a  partnership  \a  treated  as 
personal  property,  and  what  re- 
mains is  regarded  as  real  estate 
descending  to  the  heirs  of  the  part- 
ners, according  to  their  several 
interests.    (Id.) 

17.  The  same  evidence,  however, 
which  will  establish  its  character 
as  partnership  property  for  the 
purpose  of  payin]^  the  aebts  and 
adjusting  the  equities,  will  deter- 
mine it  for  the  purpose  of  final 
division.    (Id.) 

18.  In  order  to  establish  payment  of 
money  out  of  partnership  funds 
upon  claims  against  real  estate  so 
deeded  to  one  of  the  members,  ev- 
idence that  mortgages  have  been 
so  paid  is  competent  without  pro- 
duction of  the  mortgages ;  they  are 
to  be  regarded  simply  as  collateral 
to  the  principal  £Eu:t.    (Id.) 


PARTNERS. 

1.  In  an  action  between  partners,  in 
order  to  justify  a  recovery  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  for  any  *^  specific 
ncm"  there  should  have  been  a 
balance  struck,  or  agreed  upon, 
as  due  from  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff.  (Oo^wi  agt.  Hemieb&i'ger^ 
ante^  1.) 


2.  An  action  for  such  balance  can- 
not be  connected  with  an  action 
for  "  an  aecourvUng,'"  unless  there 
be  in  the  complaint  appropriate 
allegations.    (Id.) 

8.  The  conrt  is  justified  in  looking 
at  the  prayer  for  relief  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  plaintiff's  view  of  his 
own  cause  of  action.    (Id.) 


PARTY  WALL. 

1.  On  December  15,  1873,  the  de- 
fendant, being  the  owner  of  four 
first-class  dwexling-houses  and  lots 
on  Fifth  avenue,  immediately  north 
of  Forty-fourth  street,  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  conveyed,  by  war- 
ranty-deed, to  plaintiff,  the  third 
dwelling  and  lot  north  of  Forty- 
fourth  street.  The  lot  thus  con- 
veyed was  thirty  feet  in  width  on 
FifUi  avenue  and  one  hundred  feet 
in  depth,  and  the  dwelling  thereon 
was  thirty  feet  wide  and  sixty  feet 
deep.  The  southerly  line  of  the 
plaintiff  was  the  center  of  a  party 
wall  between  the  buildings  of 
plaintiff  and  defendant.  Au  four 
of  the  dwellings  were  first-class 
private  residences,  and  plaintiff 
was  assured  by  defendant  that 
they  would  so  remain,  which 
assurance  was  one  of  the  induce- 
ments which  influenced  the  pur- 
chase. The  title  under  which  the 
defendant  holds  his  property  for- 
bids the  erection  thereon  of  **a 
tenement-house."   Inl875,defend- 

.  ant  remodeled  the  interior  of  his 
two  dwellings  immediately  sooth 

'  of  that  belonging  to  plaintiff,  and 
converted  them  into  an  establish^ 
ment  known  as  a  French  fiat  or 
an  apartment-house.  He  also  ex- 
tended his  building  in  the  rear  to 
the  depth  of  bis  lot  and  erected 
his  wall,  which  was  an  extension 
of  the  old  party  wall,  several 
inches  upon  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff.  He  now  proposes  to 
erect  two  additional  stories  upon 
his  two  dwellings,  in  which  erec- 
tion, by  adding  to  the  height  of 
the  party  wall,  he  really  occupies 
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and  buUds  upon  the  land  of  plain- 
tifi,  removing  the  chimneys  of  her 
dwelling  and  otherwise  interfering 
with  her  property. 

Hddy  that  the  completion  of  the 
buildings  as  dwellings,  the  erection 
of  the  party  wall  between  them  in 
a  flnishod  state,  and  the  positive 
declarations  of  defendant  made  to 
plaintifF  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase, all  show  that  the  party  wall, 
as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the 
conveyance  to  the  {Aaintiff ,  was  to 
be  the  completed  wall  between  the 
two  buildings.  As  there  is  noth- 
ing from  which  any  agreement  or 
right  to  add  to  the  par^  wall  can 
be  infi^rred,  and  as  all  acts  and 
promises  point  to  an  opposite  one, 
the  injunction  asked  for  must  be 
granted.  (Miugrawtif^  SKenoood, 
ante,  811.) 


PAYMENT. 

L  It  is  the  duty  of  an  assignee  of  a 
non-negotiable  chose  in  action,  in 
order  to  protect  himself  against  a 
payment  by  the  debtor  to  the  orig- 
mal  creditor,  to  notify  the  former  ! 
of  the  assignment ;  and  in  an  ac- 1 
tion  upon  me  demand  where  such 
a  payment  is  established,  the  bur-  i 
den  of   proving  notice  prior  to  I 
payment  is   upon    the   ])laintiff.  [ 
{Heermaju  agt.  EUstoorth,  64  y.  Y.,  \ 
159.)  ! 


3.  Defendant  made  his  promissory 
note  for  the  accommodation  of 
the  firm  of  Lambert  &  Lincoln,- 
who  procured  it  to  be  discounted 
and  the  proceeds  were  passed  to 
their  credit.  Before  the  note  ma- 
tured Lincoln  wrote  to  plaintiflP  to 
take  up  the  note  and  to  fUmish 
money  for  that  purpose.  Plaintiff 
sent  the  money  to  Lincoln,  who 
l^aced  it  in  bank  to  his  individu^ 
credit,  and  on  the  day  the  note 
fell  due  took  up  the  note  with  his 
individual  check.  He  did  not  as- 
sume to  act  for  plainti£F  or  ask  to 
have  the  note  transferred  to  any 
one.  He  asked  to  have  the  note 
protested  so  that  he  could  hold 


the  indorser  and  maker  after  po- 
test. He  B^t  the  note  to  plaintifL 
In  an  action  upon  the  note,  hM, 
that  plaintiff  old  not  take  title 
from  the  bank  but  from  Lincoln, 
and  subject  to  any  defense  against 
it  in  the  hands  of  thef  latter  ;  that 
the  bank  could  not  be  made  a 
seller  without  its  knowledge  or 
consent,  and  did  not  transfer  the 
note  but  only  took  payment ;  and 
that  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 
(Laneey  agt.  Clark,  M  If.  Y.,  309.) 

8.  Plaintiff's  complaint  alleged,  in 
substance,  that  certain  bonds  be- 
longing to  the  estate  of  S.,  of 
whose  will  he  was  surviving  exec- 
utor, came  into  defendant's  hands 
as  the  personal  representative  of 
M.,  a  deceased  executor,  whidi 
they  refused  to  deliver  up  unless 
plaintiff  would  pay  an  unjust 
claim  for  conmiissions,  which  was 
disputed  by  phiintiff,  but  which 
he  paid  in  order  to  obtain  the 
bonds.  Defendant's  answer,  al- 
leged, among  other  things,  that  an 
accoimt  containing  charges  for  the 
commissions  claimed  was  deliv- 
ered to  plaintiff  at  his  request, 
examined  by  him  and  admitted  to 
be  correct  '  This  allegation,  after 
plaintiff  bad  given  evidence  that 
he  had  always  disputed  the  daim, 
defendants  offered  to  prove  on 
trial.     The  offer  was  rejected : 

Held,  error  ;  that  the  averment  in 
the  complaint  that  the  claim  was 
unjust  and  was  disputed  was  nec- 
essary in  order  to  show  that  the 
payment  was  involuntary;  and  it 
bemg  put  in  issue,  defendant  was 
entitled  to  the  evidence  offered  as 
relevant  to  that  issue.  (Scholss  agt 
Mumfcnd.UN.  y;,521.) 


PLACE  OP  TRIAL. 

1.  In  an  action  against  the  sheriff 
and  attaching  creditorB,  praying 
that  they  be  compelled  to  deter- 
mine their  conflicting  daims  to 
property  attached,  hM,  upon  the 
application  of  the  riimif,  tha^he 
WHS  entitled,  under  section  134  of 
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the  Code,  to  have  the  place  of  trial 
chanfi»d  in  this  county.  (  Win^en 
agt  Verges,  10  Hun,  576.) 


PLEADINGS. 

1.  The  object  of  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars is  but  to  fairly  apprise  the 
party  callinjB^  for  it  of  the  nature 
of  the  claim  against  him,  and 
where  the  claim  Jb  fairly  disclosed 
no  further  speciiication  is  neces- 
sary. {Bang*  agt.  Ocean  Natiomd 
Bank,  ante,  351.) 

2.  The  rule,  as  established  by  the 
Code  of  1848  as  to  pleading,  only 
required  it  to  state  the  &cts  In  or- 
dinary and  concise  language,  with- 
out repetition,  ''  and  in  such  man- 
ner as  to  enable  a  person  of  com- 
mon understanding  to  know  what 
was  intended. "    {Id. ) 

8.  It  now,  by  the  amendment  of 
.  1851,  only  requires  a  plain  and 
concise  statement  of  the  facts  con- 
stituting the  cause  of  action,  with- 
out unnecessary  repetition.  The 
spirit  and  intent  of  the  original 
enactment  has  not  been  changed, 
aud  all  available  rights  in  this  re- 
spect is  rather  the  subject  of  a 
bill  of  particulars  than  of  a  mo- 
tion ''to  make  a  pleading  more 
definite  and  certain."    (/d). 

4.  It  seems,  a  motion  to  strike  out 
matter  in  an  answer  as  irrelevant 
and  redundant  should  be  granted 
where  the  whole  is  but  matter  of 
evidence,  and  cannot  be  regarded 
as^  any  approach  to  a  matter  of 
pleading.    (Id.) 

5.  To  an  action  tbr  rent  the  defend- 
ant set  up,  by  way  of  counter- 
claim, damages  arising  from  the 
erection  of  buildings  on  an  adjoin- 
ing lot,  the  intention  of  the  adjoin- 
ing owner  to  build  being,  as  al- 
leged, fraudulently  concealed  at 
the  time  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant  was  created : 

Held,  on  demurrer,  that  the  coun- 
ter-elaim  was  insufficient.  Build- 
ing is  not  necessarily  injurious  to 


adjoining  ocoummt    (Bntnon  agt. 
Curran,  ante^  808.) 

6.  One  H.  having  been  arrested,  in 
an  action  brought  by  the  plain- 
tiflb,  to  recover  the  possession  of 
certain  personal  property  an  un- 
dertaking was  given  by  said  H. 
and  P.  and  D.  by  which  thgr 
bound  themselves  that  the  said  H. 
should,  at  all  times,  render  him- 
self amenable  to  process,  etc ,  and 
for  the  payment  to  the  plaintiffs 
of  such  sum  as  might  be  recovered 
against  him.  Afterwards  another 
undertaking  was  given  by  D.  and 
J.  iu  the  form  and  to  the  effect 
required  by  section  211  of  the 
Code.  Plamtiffa  having  recovered 
judgment  in  said  action,  and  an 
execution  issued  thereon  having 
been  returned  unsatisfied,  brought 
an  action  against  all  the  sureties 
to  both  undertakings.  Held,  that 
a  demurrer,  interp^ed  by  the  de- 
fendants (m  the  ground  of  an  im- 
proper joinder  of  separate  causes 
of  ucti<m,  was  proper  and  should 
be  allowea.  {dntk  agt.  Hornntz,  10 
Hnn,  586.) 

7.  A  plea  of  usury  must  set  set  forth 
the  usurious  agreement,  the  names 
of  the  parties  between  whom  it 
was  mnae,  the  amount  loaned,  the 
amount  of  usury  agreed  to  be 
paid,  tlie  length  oi  time  for  which 
the  loan  was  agreed  to  be  made 
and  tliat  the  agreement  was  cor- 
rupt. An  answer  which  fails  to 
allege  any  agreement  between  the 
parties,  but  merely  alleges  that 
the  plaintiff  took  and  reserved 
more  than  seven  per  cent  without, 
so  far  as  appears,  the  consent  of 
the  borrower  is  fatally  defective. 
(National  Bank  of  Aiihurn  agt. 
Leim,  10  Hun,  AfSS.) 

8.  A  cause  of  action  for  a  false  im- 
prisonment and  a  cause  of  action 
for  a  malicious  prosecution^  when 
both  arise  out  of  one  and  the  same 
transaction,  may  be  respectively 
alleged  in  different  counts  of  the 
complaint,  {fiarr  agt.  Shaw^  10 
fli/»,580.) 
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9.  In  an  action  against  the  maker 
and  payee  of  a  promissory  note 
indorsed  in  blanK,  where  the  an- 
swer alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  the  owner  and  holder  of  the 
note,  or  the  real  party  in  interest, 
but  some  one  else  was,  ?idd^  that, 
as  these  facts  if  proven  would  con- 
stitute no  defense  to  the  action, 
proof  thereof  was  properly  re- 
jected. (Hays  agt.  jSouthffcUe,  10 
Hun,  511.) 

10.  In  an  action  against  a  married 
woman  on  a  promissory  note,  the 
*pecHd  facts  establishing  her  lia- 
bility as  a  married  woman  need 
not  be  alleged  in  the  complaint. 
(Willsejf  agU  ffutchinSt  10  Hun, 
602.) 

11.  Where  a  complaint  contains,  in 
one  count,  two  causes  of  action, 
which  cannot  be  properly  united 
in  the  same  action,  the  omission 
to  state  them  in  separate  counts 
does  not  deprive  defendant  of  his 
right  to  demur.  {Wiles  agt  Suy- 
dam,  64  N.  r.,  173.) 

12.  A  complaint  setting  forth  facts 
sufficient  and  seeking  to  charge  de- 
fendant as  a  stockholder  of  a  man- 
ufacturing corporation,  organized 
under  the  general  laws  (cAap.  40, 
Law8  of  1848),  with  a  debt  of  the 
corporation,  because  of  a  failure 
to  make  and  record  the  certificate 
re<[uired  by  said  act  {sec.  10),  and 
also  alleging  the  requisite  facts, 
and  seeking  to  charge  him,  as  trus- 
tee, with  the  debt,  because  of  fail- 
ure to  file  an  annual  report  {sec.  12), 
contains  two  separate  and  distinct 
causes  of  action  which  cannot 
properly  be  united-    {Id.) 

18.  The  first  cause  of  action  is  one 
upon  contract,  the  second  is  an 
action  upon  a  statute  for  s^  penalty 
or  forfeiture.    {Id.) 

14.  The  two  causes  of  action  do  not 
arise  out  of  the  same  transaction 
or  .transactions  connected  with 
the  same  subject  of  action,  within 
the  meaniug  of  section  167  of  the 
Code,    (/e/.) 


15.  A  plea  in  abatement  to  an  indict- 
ment is  to  be  strictly  construed ; 
it  must  be  drawn  with  precision 
and  accuracy,  and  must  be  certain 
to  every  intent.  {Dolan  agt  The 
People,  ^N,  r.,  485.) 

16.  A  plea  in  abatement  to  an  indict- 
ment found  at  a  court  of  general 
sessions  in  the  city  of  New  York 
alleging  that  the  annual  grand  jury 
list  was  not  wholly  selected,  as  re- 
quired by  statute  {chap,  493,  Zovi 
(j/'lSSS),  from  the  petit  juiy  lists 
made  out  by  the  commissioner  of 
Jurors,  without  any  averments  of 
fraud  or  design,  is  not  good.  The 
fact  that  a  few  names  not  appear- 
ing on  the  petit  jury  li§ts  are  acci- 
dentally put  upon  the  grand  jury 
lists  does  not  vitiate  the  whole  list, 
and  that  it  was  by  accident  or  over- 
sight is  to  be  presumed  in  the  ab- 
sence of  allegations  of  firaud  or 
design.    {Id.) 

17.  Nor  is  it  a  good  plea  that  some 
one  of  the  fifty  selected  as  the  spe- 
cial panel  of  grand  jurors  {sec.  28, 
chap.  589,  Lavos  of  1870),  was  not 
upon  the  petit  jury  lists,  in  the 
absence  of  an  allegBtion  tliat  the 
persons  actually  sworn  and  impan- 
eled were  not  upon  that  list.  It 
is  necessary,  also,  in  such  a  plea, 
to  give  the  names  of  the  persons 
alleged  to  have  been  selected  and 
drawn  who  were  not  upon  the 
petit  jury  lists.    {Id.) 

18.  It  is  not  a  good  plea  that  the  com- 
missioner of  jurors  was  prevented 
by  duress  from  attending  upon  or 
supervising  the  grand  juiy.  In 
the  absence  of  auegatlons  as  to 
how  the  grand  jury  was  drawn 
and  by  whom,  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  the  drawing  was  made  by 
some  other  person  claiming  the 
office,  acting  as  de  facto  commis- 
sioner, and  recognized  as  such  by 
all  the  officers  having  relations 
with  him  or  his  work ;  and  a  jury 
drawn  by  a  d«  facto  commissioner 
is  regular.    {Id.) 

19.  It  is  within  the  discretion  of 
the  court  of  original  jurisdiction 
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"Whether,  upon  overruling  a  de- 
murrer by  deftodant,  he  shall  be 
allowed  to  answer  over.  (Simeon 
agt.  Satterlee,  64  JV.  F.,  667.) 

When   variance   immaterial.     {8ee 
'  Place  agt.  Muster,  65  N,  F.,  89.) 

Facts  proper  to  be  proved  found  in 
action   for  frauo,   although  not 

'  alleged  in  complaint.  {See  OUeer 
agt.  Bennett  [Metn.  ],  66  iV.  F. ,  659.) 

When  party  sues  to  recover  real 
estate  as  assignee  of  lease  he  can 
recover,  although  it  appears  he 
has  purchased  premises  of  lessor. 
{See  Boioman  agt.  KeUman  [Mem,], 
65  jy;  F,  598.) 


.    POLICE  JUSTICE. 

1.  The  statute  which  defines  the 
course  of  proceedings  before  a 
police  magistrate  or  other  officer 

,  authorized  to  issue  a  warrant  for 
the  arrest  and  apprehension  of 
criminal  offenders  (3  B.  8.  [6th 
ed.],  page99Sj  dte.),  is  mandatoiy 
in  all  its  requirements.  A  dulUr  is 
thereby  devolved  upon  the  officer 
who  issues  the  warrant,  which  he 
must  discharge.  (Matter  of  Oees- 
ner,  ante,  516.) 

2.  When  the  prisoner  is  brought  be- 
fore the  magistrate  by  the  war- 
rant which  he  issues  upon  a  pro- 
per complaint  and  supported  by 
evidence,  he  is  commanded  (the 
word  used  in  the  statute  is  "  shall ") 
to  * '  proceed,  as  soon  as  may  be, 
to  examine  the  complainant  and 
the  witnesses  produced  in  support 
of  the  prosecution  on  oath,  in  the 
presence  of  the  prisoner,  in  regard 
to  the  offense  charged  and  in  re- 
gard to  any  other  matters  con- 
nected with  such  charge  which 
such  magistrate  shall  deem  perti- 
nent. "  The  magistrate  must  reach 
a  conclusion  whether  there  is  or 
is  not  probable  cause  for  charging 
the  prisoner  with  the  crime.   {Id.) 

8.  A  bill  of  indictment  found  b^  a 
grand  jury  against  a  prisoner  after 


ao  examination  has  been  com- 
menced before  a  magistrate  autho- 
rized to  issue  a  warrant  of  arrest, 
is  expressly  declared  to  be  a  super- 
sedeas of  the  powers  and  duties  of 
the  m^strate,  and  it  is  not  so  in- 
consistent with  a  continuance 
thereof  and  So  to  operate  by  nec- 
essary implication,  nor  can  a  war- 
rant issued  upon  it  take  the  pris- 
oner from  the  jurisdiction  of  such 
magistrate  until  his  statute  duties 
have  been  fulfilled.    {Id,) 

4.  The  power  to  admit  a  prisoner  to 
bail  pending  an  exammation  be- 
fore a  police  justice  is,  by  the  act 
of  1876  (chapter  21),  conferred  up- 
on the  magistrate  before  whom  the 
proceedings  are  being  held.    (Id,) 


PRACTICE. 

See  DrvoROB. 

Sarddng  agt.  Harding^  ante,22. 

See  Judicial  Sale. 

People  agt.  Bond  Street  Saoings 
Bank,  anU,  836. 

See  Streets  in  City  of  Utica. 
Matter  of  Sohretber,  ante,  869. 

See  Executors  akb  Admikibtra- 

TOR8. 

Matter  of  HdhUn,  ante,  601. 

See  Police  Justice. 

Matter  (jf  Oessner,  ante,  516. 

1.  Upon  the  hearing  of  a  motion 
made  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  con- 
tinuance of  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion, granted  in  tiie  action,  he 
will  not  generally  be  allowed  to 
read  additional  affidavits,  which 
are  not  in  answer  to  new  matter 
introduced  by  the  defendant,  but 
merely  corroborative  of  the  facts 
set  forth  in  the  moving  papers. 
(Jacobs  agt  MiUer,  10  Hun,  280.) 

2.  Where  an  order  Is  entered  discon- 
tinuing an  action  on  payment  of 
costs,  the  defendant  may,  so  long 
as  the  costs   are  unpaid,  enter 
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JudrmeDt  therefor  and  issue  exe- 
cution thereon,  or  be  may  disre- 
Sj*d  the  order  and  proceed  with 
e  action  as  though  it  liad  never 
been  entered.  (Sutphen  agt  Lash, 
10  Hun,  Ida) 

8.  Upon  the  arraignment  of  the 
plaintiiT  in  error  upon  an  indict- 
ment in  which  he  was  named 
"John  Bamesciotta,  otherwise 
called  Garibaldi,"  his  counsel  filed 
the  following  plea:  "Now  comes 
the  defendant,  Bamesciotta,  and 
pleads  to  the  indictment  that  he  is 
not  now,  and  never  was,  known 
by  the  name  of  Garibaldi,  which 
he  verifies,*'  to  which  plea  the 
people  demurred.  Held,  (1)  that 
a  demurrer  was  the  proper  mode 
of  disposhig  of  the  plea ;  (2)  that 
the  plea  was  properly  overruled, 
as  tne  true  name  preceded  the 
alias  dictus,  (BamesdoUa  agt. 
PeopU,  10  Hun,  137.) 

4.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  restrain 
by  injunction  a  court-martial  fi*om 
tiying  one  subject  to  its  jurisdic- 
tion when  he  alleges  as  the  only 
ground  for  such  injimction  that 
he  has  already  been  tried  upon 
the*same  charge,  and  that  he  ap- 
prehends that  the  second  trial  will 
be  unfairly  conducted.  (PeravU 
agt  Rand,  10  Hun,  322.) 

5.  After  the  entry  of  an  interlocu- 
tory judgment  or  decree,  not  au- 
thorizing a  final  judgment,  but 
directing  further  proceedings  be- 
fore a  referee  or  otherwfee,  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  on  a  case 
and  exceptions,  may  be  made 
under  section  268  of  the  Code, 
without  taking  any  appeal  from 
such  judgment  or  deci:ee. 

SembU,  such  motion  cannot  be 
made  in  case  of  a  trial  before' a 
referee. 

Such  motion  does  not  stay  pro- 
ceedings under  the  interlocutory 
judgment  or  decree.  (Bennett  ngi. 
Austin,  10  Hun,  451.) 

6.  When,  in  an  action  of  ejectment, 
it  appears  from  the  complaint  that 


the  plaintiff  chums  to  recover  the 
value  of  the  rehis  and  profits  of 
the  premises  diuing  the  time  they 
have  been  unlawfolly  withheld 
by  the  defendant,  it  is^too  late,  on 
the  trial,  to  object  to  the  form  and 
want  of  particularity  and  certainty 
with  which  the  allegations  relat- 
ing thereto  arc  made.  (Candee 
a^.  Bvrke,  10  Hvn,  350.) 

7.  One  who  is  in  possession  of  real 
property,  claiming  title  thereto,  is 
possessed  of  a  sufficient  estate 
therein  to  maintain  proceedings 
imder  the  Revised  Statutes  to  de- 
termine conflicting  claims  th^eto. 
(Schroder  agt.  Oumey,  10  Hun, 
418.) 

8.  Courts  of  equity  will  generally 
give  relief  under  a  bill  quia  timet, 
only  where  it  is  necessary  to  resort 
to  extrinsic  evidence  not  of  record, 
to  show  the  invalidity  of  the  in- 
strument constituting  the  appa- 
rent cloud  upon  the  title,    (/d) ' 

After  service  of  an  cXter  to  allow 
judgment  to  be  taken,  but  before 
the  expiration  of  ten  days  from 
such  service,  on  the  cause  beinff 
reached  on  the  calendar,  plaintiii 
can  disregard  such  offer,  Xxj  the 
cause  and  tax  the  costs  thereafter 
accruing.  (See  Herman  %i^Ly(m», 
10  Hun,  111.) 

9.  An  order  quashing  a  writ  of  he^beas 
corpus  can  only  be  reviewed  upon 
appeal.  A  writ  of  error  will  not 
lie  in  such  case.  {Pwple  ex.  rd. 
agt.  Gmvnar,  04^  N.  r„  481.) 

10.  Where,  upon  the  rejum  of  an 
order  to  show  cause  why  a  man- 
damns  should  not  issue,  the  relator 
takes  no  isshe  upon  the  aQegadons 
of  the  affidavits  and  papers  pre- 
sented by  defendant,  but  proceeds 
to  alignment  and  asks  for  a  per- 
emptory writ ;  this  is  equivalent 
to  a  demurrer, ».  e.,  it  is  an  admis- 
sion of  the  truth  of  those  allega- 
tions, as  statements  of  facts,  but  a 
denial  of  their  sufficiency  in  law 
to  prevent  the  issuing  of  the  writ. 
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and  if  the  papers  set  forth  facts 
showing  the  relator  not  entitled  to 
the  leliei  sought,  the  writ  cannot 
be  granted.  {Poi^  ex  rd.  Tenth 
Nat,  Bank  agt  AxmL  ApporUon- 
7nent,M^N.  J.,  027.) 

11.  Where  a  party  has  a  remedy  by 
action,  relief  by  mandamus  will 
be  denied.    (Td.) 

12.  A  defendant  in  an  action  under 
the  Code  to  determine  claims  to 
real  property,  who  claims  no  mter- 
est  in  the  property,  in  order  to  save 
himself  from  liability  must  appear 
and  disclaim.  When  this  is  done 
the  burden  of  establishing  the  fact 
of  his  making  a  claim  is  upon  the 
plaintiff,  and  in  the  absence  of 
eytdence  showing  this  ajudgment 
against  the  disclumine  defendant 
is  error.  (Dane  agt.  lieady  65  N. 
F.,  566.) 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  Althouffh  under  section  399  of 
Uie.Coae,  a  party  to  an  action 
may  testify  as  to  a  conversation 
between  the  deceased  and  a  third 
person  which  he  has  overheard,  so 
long  as  such  testimony  is  limited 
to  what  was  neitl^er  a  personal 
transaction  nor  communication 
between  the  witness  and  the  de- 
ceased, yet  this  rule  does  not  pre- 
vail when  such  tliird  person  is  an 
agent  for,  and  is  acting  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  witness.  (Head  agt 
Teeter,  10  Hun,  548.) 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE. 

1.  The  certificate  of  the  constable, 
showing  a  service  of  the  summons 
upon  the  defendant  personally, 
by  showing  the  original  and  deliv- 
ermg  a  copy  thereof  to  him,  is  "  due 
proof"  of  the  service  thereof. 
{People  ex  rel,  Hughes  agt.  Jjmib, 
10  Hun,  ^48.) 


PROMISSORY  NOTE. 

1.  Where  a  promissory  note,  signed 
and  dated  in  New  York  and  pay- 
able at  a  bank  here,  is  negotiated 
for  the  first  time  in  another  state, 
the  laws  Of  the  state  where  the 
note  is  negotiated  are  to  control 
as  to  the  defense  of  usury.  {Dkk- 
ineon  agt.  Ekfteairds^  ante^  40.) 

2.  The  form  of  the  note  or  obli- 
gation may  be  written  here,  but  it 
only  becomes  a  note  or  contract 
upon  its  delivery,  and  it  is  made 
when  and  where  it  is  delivered 
{Id.) 

8.  A.  made  his  promissory  note, 
dated  in  New  York  and  payable 
at  a  bank  here,  and  delivered  the 
same  to  B.  who  took  the  note  to 
the  state  of  Massachusetts  where 
it  was  for  the  first  time  negotiated, 
C.  discounting  it  at  a  rate  of  inter- 
est lawful  there,  but  more  than 
allowed  by  the  laws  of  this  state. 
In  an  action  by  C.  against  A.  on 
the  note: 

Hetd,  that  it  was, not  void  for 
usury,  as  the  laws  of  Massachu- 
setts must  govern  as  to  this  ques- 
tion,   (/d) 

• 

4.  One  who  indorses  his  name  on  a 
non-neffotiable  pronUseory  note^  be- 
fore its  delivery  by  the  maker  to 
the  payee,  is,  in  effect,  himself  a 
maker  of  the  note;  and  his  name, 
equ^y  with  that  of  the  maker 
who  subscribes  it,  imports  an  ab- 
solute liability  for  its  payment  at 
maturity.  {Paine  agt.  Nomke,  ante, 
273.) 

5.  Where  it  appears  from  the  com- 
plaint that  one  of  the  two  defend- 
ants made  the  note  in  suit  in  favor, 
but  not, to  the  order,  of  the  plain- 
tiff,  the  payee  therein  named,  that 
•the  other  defendant  indorsed  it, 
and  that  it  was  thereupon  deliv- 
ered to  the  plaintiff: 

Heldy  that  these  averments, 
taken  together,  must  be  deemed 
equivalent  to  an  allegation  that 
the   two    defendants    made   the 
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promissory  note,  and  that  both  are 
jointly  liable  as  makers  thereof. 
{Id.) 

6.  Although  not  negotiable,  the  in- 
strument is  a  promissoiy  note, 
and,  as  such,  imports  a  considera- 
tion, though  none  is  expressed. 
Want  of  consideration  is  matter 
of  defense.    (Id.) 

7.  The  defendants,  H.  and  M.,  made 
their  promissory  note  to  their  own 
order  for  $1,571.39,  and  indorsed 
the  same  to  the  defendant  E., 
who  before  its  maturity,  indorsed 
and  delivered'  it  to  plaintiff  P. 
The  proof  showed  that  M.  received 
value  for  the  note,  as  it  was  given 
in  the  firm  name  to  H.  for  money 
which  M.  owed  to  him.  EL  trans- 
ferred the  note  to  E.  in  considera- 
tion of  $1,200  balance  due  K.  on 
a  deposit  which  K.  had  previously 
macfe  on  account  of  U.  in  Detroit. 
K. ,  who  was  owing  P.  at  the  time 
on  purchases  of  c^,  gave  P.  the 
note,  who  gave  him  credit  for  so 
much  cash,  and  at  its  maturity,  it 
being  protested  for  non-payment, 
P.  charged*  the  amount  back  to 
K.,  who  was  liable  as  indorser, 
and  took  it  up  with  his  own  check; 
K.  has  paid  nothing  to  P.  on  ac- 
count of  the  note : 

Heldy  that  P.  was  a  bona  fide 
holder  for  value  and  entitled  to 
recover,  and  that  the  case  was 
properly  disposed  of  on  the  trial, 
by  directhig  the  jury  to  find  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff.  (FotU  agt. 
i/oyar,  a^de,  368.)  * 

8.  In  an  action  by  the  assignee  of 
The  People*s  Safe  Deposit  Com- 
pany, incorporated  under  chapter 
816  of  Laws  of  1868,  page*  1839, 
on  a  note  made  by  V .  C.  to  the 
order  of,  and  indorsed  by,  defend- 
ants, and  by  them  deUvered  to 
said  deposit  company,  who  took 
.the  same  and  paid  the  defendants 
the  amount  of  the  note,  less  the 
discount,  at  the  legal  rate  of  in- 
terest, the  complaint  contained  a 
count  upon  the  note  and  its  in- 
dorsement, also  for  money  had 


and  received.  The  deibnae  alleged 
that  the  corporation  had  no  ri^t, 
under  its  charter,  to  discount  the 
note  or  to  enter  into  the  transac- 
tion of  discount  or  loan  set  out  in 
the  complaint: 

BMy  that  as  the  defendants 
were  willing,  at  the  time  they  pre- 
sented the  note  to  the  company's 
officers  and  asked  for  the  money 
upon  it,  to  assume  and  act  as 
though  they  believed  the  officers 
of  the  company  had  power  to  dis- 
count the  note,  it  is  highly  in- 
equitable to  oUow  them,  when 
csdied  upon  to  pay  back  the 
money,  to  make  good  their  pronf- 
ise,  made  at  the  time  of  the  loan, 
to  insist  that  the  company  ex- 
ceeded its  charter  powers  when  it 
parted  with  its  money.  (iVatt 
agt.  8hmi,  ante,  506.) 

9.  The  defendants  cannot  resist  pay- 
ment, on  the  ground  that  the  cor- 
poration in  taking  the  note  had 

.  passed  the  bounds  of  their  charter. 
{Id,) 

10.  This  court  will  not,  in  a  collateral 
way,  decide  a  question  of  vUs^ner 
of  a  safe  deposit  company  organ- 
ized under  a  statute  of  this  state. 
If  they  exceed  thrfr  powers  the 
remedy  is  with  the  legislature. 
(Id,) 

» 

11.  The  invalidity  of  contracts  made 
in  violation  of  statutes  is  subject 
to  the  equitable  exception,  that 
although  a  corporation  in  making 
a  contract  acts  in  disagreement 
with  its  charter  when  it  is  a  simple 
question  of  capacity  or  aiUhority 
to  contract,  a  party  who  has  the 
benefit  of  the  agreement  cannot-be 
permitted,  in  an  action  founded 
on  it,  to  question  its  validity.  The 
defendant  cannot  be  permitted  to 
repudiate  a  contract  the  fruits  of 
which  he  retains.  Assuming  that 
the  note  and  indorsement  were 
void  when  taken  by  the  corpora- 
tion, then  the  same  being  avoided 
by  the  defendants,  the  ^  money 
should  be  returned  to  the  lender 
or  its  assignees,  for,  in  equity,  the 
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money  should  neyer  haye  been 
taken  by  these  defendants  upon 
a  voidable  or  void  security.  The 
action  for  money  had  and  received 
will  lie  undei^such  circumstances. 
The  transaction  was  not  Tnahim  in 
$e,  and  the  lender  may  recover. 
(Id.) 

Id.  The  assignees  of  an  insolvent 
corporation  have  power  to  sue  for 
and  recover  the  assets  of  such  in- 
8o#7ent  cqrporation  which  have 
been  improperly  parted  with  by 
the  corporation,    {id.) 


QUESTIONS     OP    LA.W    AND 
FACT. 

1.  Questions  as  to  the  meaning  of 
particular  words  used  in  a  special 
sense  in  a  written  instrument,  are 
for  the  jury.  {Pitney  agt,  G,  F. 
Ins,  Co.,  65  N.  F.,  6.) 

SuflBciency  of  evidence  to  authorize 
submission  of  question  of  conver- 
sion to  jury.  (See  Tiffany  agt 
Lard,  65  iV;  F.,  810.) 


RE-ARGUMENT. 

See  Costs. 

Sweet  agt.  Chapman,  cmte,  258. 


RESCISSION  OF  CONTRACT. 

1.  A  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
real  estate,  which  contract  required 
the  feller  to  give  a  perfect  title,  in 
fee  simple,  free  from  all  incum- 
brances, may  be  rescinded  where, 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  contract  by  the  seller  and  the 
delivery  of  the  deed  thereunder, 
he  fraudulently  suppressed  a  fact 
which  rendered  the  title  imperfect 
(Shiffer  agt.  Dietz,  ante,  872.) 

2.  Where  a  party  has,  by  the  fraud- 
ulent suppression  of 'the  existence 
of  incumbrances,  induced  another 
to  take  the  title  to  property,  the 


purchaser  is*not  bound  to  wait  an 
unreasonable  time  in  order  to 
give  the  seller  an  opportunity  to 
remove  those  incumbrances  before 
he  can  rescind.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  any  executor  neglects  to 
take  upon  himself  the  execution  of 
a  will,  any  power  of  sale  contained 
in  the  will  may  be  executed  by  the 
executor  or  executors  who  shall 
take  upon  themselves  the  execu- 
tion of  such  will.     (Id.) 

4.  About  November,  1878,  the  plain- 
tiff conveyed  a  part  of  the  premises 
in  question  to  Raynor  &  Morris, 
who  were  copartners  with  him  in 
his  -  purchase.  On  the  20th  of 
April,  1876,  the  executors  of  Ray- 
nor and  Morris,  they  having  died, 
reconveyed  this  portion  to  plain- 
tiff, and  on  the  25th  of  April,  1876, 
this  action  was  commenced  ;  on 
the  5th  of  May,  1876,  the  plaintiff 
made  a  general  assigoment ;  on 
the  sixth  of  November  the  defend- 
ant tendered  a  deed,  e'xecuted  bv 
himself  and  wife,  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  contract  of  sale  which  the 
plaintiff,  by  this  action,  seeks  to 
rescind,  was  executed  in  March, 
1872: 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
lose  his  right  to  rescind  by  his 
delay  in  making  the  rescission,  as 
such  delay  was  caused  solely  by 
the  representations  of  the  defend- 
ant that  he  would  make  the  title  all 
right 

Held,  also,  that  the  conveyance 
to  Raynor  and  Morris  could  not 
deprive  these  parties  of  the  right 
of  rescission,  because  such  convey- 
ance simply  put  the  legal  title 
where,  in  equity,  it  belonged. 

Held,  ftirther,  that  the  convey- 
ances to  plaintiff  vested  in  Mm  the 
whole  title  to  the  property,  and  his 
deed  tendered  to  the  aefendant 
was,  therefore,  sufficient.    (Id.) 

5.  The  subsequent  assignment  of  the 
plahitiff  could  not  change  the 
status  of  the  parties,  which  had 
become  fixed  on  the  25th  of  April, 
1876.    (Id.) 
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6.  A  parol  Idase  of  premises  for  a 
year  to  commence  infuturo  is  not 
an  executory  contract  prior  to  the 
time  of  taking  possession.  It  vests 
a  present  interest  in  the  term  and 
cannot  be  rescinded  byelther  party 
alone.  {Becar  agt  Flua,  64  N. 
r..  518.) 

7.  In  case,  therefore,  of  the  refiual 
of  the  lessee  to  perform,  the  leaaor 
is  not  required  to  lease  to  another 
if  he  have  an  opportunity,  and  is 
not  confined  to  his  remedy  for 
actual  damages;  but  may  refiise 
to  accept  .the  r^dssion  and  hold 
the  lessee  liable  for  the  rent    {Id,) 


RECEIVER. 

1.  Since  the  Code,  the  apointment 
of  a  receiver,  in  proceedings  sup- 
plementary to  execution,  vests  m 
the  receiver  aU  the  property,  both 
real  sxid' personal^  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  without  any  assign- 
ment. (Haye»  agt  BuMey.  ante, 
178.) 

2.  The  provisions  of  section  7  of 
chapter  903  of  the  Laws  of  1869 
make  it  the  duty  of  the  superin- 
tendent of  the  insurance  depart- 
ment, whenever  the  aflkirs  of  any 
life  insurance  company  which  has 
deposited  securities  under  thisact^ 
or  the  act  hereby  amended,  shall, 
in  his  cpkdon,  appear  in  such  a 
condition  as  to  render  the  issuing 
of  additional  policies  and  annuity 
bonds  of  said  company  injurious 
to  Uie  public  interests,  to  re)>ort 
that  fact  to  the  attomey-genenl, 
uho9e  duty  it  shall  then  be  to  apply 
to  the  supreme  court  for  an  order 
requiring  the  court  to  show  cause 
why  a  receiver  should  not  bo  ap- 
pointed, and  its  business  closed  up. 
{Attorney- Oeneral  agt  Atlantic 
Mutual  Life  Im.  Co.,  arUe,  227.) 

8.  When  the  superintendent  reports 
to  the  attorney-general  as  the  stat- 
ute prescribeii,  me  latter  muit  sub- 
mit the  facts  to  the  courts  and  that 


tribunal  mutt  proceed  an  the  law, 
directs.    (Id) 

4.  The  supreme  court  has  no  power 
to  review  the  preliminary  action 
of  the  superintendent  in  making 
his  report.  If  any  error  has  been 
committted  or  mistake  made  by 
the  superintendent,  the  hearing, 
ana  that  alone,  will  remedy  it 

5.  But  it  must  be  proved,  to  tii«  sat- 
isfaction of  the  court,  upon  the 
investigation,  that  there  is  danger 
to  the  public  interests  by  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  business  of  the 
company,  before  it  would  be  war- 
ranted in  making  the  final  order, 
arresting  future  operations  and 
appointwg  a  receiver.    {Id,) 

6.  Where  it  ^>pears  to  the  satis&M^ 
tionof  the  oourt  that  the  assets 
andftmdsof  a  life  insurance  com- 
pany are  not  sufi3ci(Sit  to  Justify 
the  further  continuance  oi-  tkte 
business  of  insuring  lives,  granting 
annuities  and  incurring  new  obh- 
gations,  the  act  {Lowe  of  1869, 
chapter  902)  is  imperative  as  to  the 
duty  of  (he  court  to  enjoin  the 
company  from  the  further  prose- 
cution of  its  business,  and  to  ap- 
point a  receiver  of  all  the  assets 
and  credits  of  the  company.  {At- 
tomey-Oeneral  agt  AtlaiiUc  Mu- 
tu(dL\fe  Int.  Co.,  ante,  300.) 

7.  A  receiver  authorized  to  execute 
upon  payment  fbrmal  satisfaction 
and  discnarge  of  mortgages  in  his 
hands  as  such  ofllcer,  has  author- 
ity to  receive  payment  qf  the 
amount  secured  by  and  to  satisfy 
a  mortgage,  although  the  same  be 
not  due  at  the  time  {Beermane 
agt  CUvrheon,  64  JV:  T„  171.) 


RSCORDIKQ  ACT. 

1.  The  filing  of  a  notice  of  suit  pend- 
ing, and  the  levy,  by  virtue  of  an 
attachment,  upon  real  estate  for- 
merly owned  by  the  defendant 
but  sold  and    conveyed,  to  the 
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knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  prior 
to  the  ming  and  levy,  does  not 
defeat  the  title  of  the  purchaser, 
if  regular  in  all  respects,  save  that 
his  convejrance  is  not  recorded ; 
nor  is  such  title  subordinated  to 
the  lien  of  the  attachment.  (La- 
mont  8^.  ChssMre,  65  N.  F.,  80.) 

2.  The  provision  ofthe  Code  (««;.  188), 
providing  for  the  filing  6f  lis  pen- 
dens, making  it  constructive  notice 
to  a  purchaser,  and  declaring  that 
a  purchaser  whose  conveyance  is 
sutMiequently  executed  or  recorded 
shall  be  a  subseguent  purchaser 
and  shall  be  bound  by  the  proceed- 
ings, simply  affects  such  purchaser 
**  to  the  same  extent  as  if  he  were 
made  a  party  '*  to  the  action  ;  and 
the  title  of  a  purchaser  so  holding 
under  a  prior  unrecorded  convey- 
ance, if  made  a  party,  could  not, 
under  such  circumstances,  be  af- 
fected when  plaintiff  at  the  time 
of  filing  notice  had  actual  or  con- 
structive notice  of  his  rights  (Id,) 

REFEREES. 

1.  It  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity 
of  an  order  of  referees,  afllrming 
upon  appeal  a  decision  of  highway* 
commissioners  laying  out  a  high- 
way, Uiat  it  should  show  that  all 
of  the  referees  met  to  deliberate 
on  the  subject-matter  of  the  order 
or  were  notified  so  to  do,  and  such 
an  order  is  not  void,  although 
signed  by  only  two  of  the  referees 
(1 R  S.,  519,  see,  89.)  (People  ex  rel. 
Seeker  agt.  Burton,  65  ilT.  F.,  463.) 

2.  If  presence  or  notice  to  all  the 
referees  was  required,  a  return  by 
the  referees  upon  appeal  from 
their  decision,  signed  oy  all  the 
referees,  stating  that  all  were 
present  at  the  hearing  and  when 
the  decision  was  made,  and  de- 
liberated thereon,  is  suffloient  to 
sustain  the  order.    {Id.) 


REFERENCE. 

1.  Where  the  complaint  is  so  framed 
that  the  plaintin  must  recover,  if 


at  all,  upon  an  account  stated, 
although  a  number  of  items  en- 
tered mto  such  account,  an  order 
of  reference  is  unauthorized. 
(Botoell  agt  Giles ,  ante,  244.) 

2.  The  •  only  proof  necessary  or 
proper  in  such  a  case  must  relate 
simply  to  and  must  establish  the 
liquicbitlon  and  settlement  of  the 
amount  of  defendant's  liability  at 
the  date  when  such  statement  and 
settlement  are  claimed  to  have 
been  made.    (Id.) 

8.  The  case  does  not  require  the 
*^ examination"  of  the  account 
containing  the  items  which  en- 
tered into  such  account,  thus 
alleged  to  have  been  stated  and 
settled,  but  only  the  determination 
of  the  issue  as  to  whether  such 
account  was  or  was  not  stated  and 
settled  in  the  manner  and  to  the 
extent  alleged  in  the  complaint. 
(Id.) 

4.  Plaintiff  moves  for  a  reference  of 
an  issue  joined  upon  his  claim  for 
services  rendered  as  attorney  and 
counsel  for  the  defendants.  His 
daim,  as  i^reaented  by  his  bill  of 
particulars,  is  predicated  upon  al- 
most daily  charges,  mainly  for 
consultations  with  his  client  and 
in  the  services  rendered  in  this 
employment,  thus  dividing  and 
sphtting  up  his  claim  into  about 
100  items,  which  is  alleged  to  con- 
stitute a  long  account : 

Held,  that  such  a  system  of  ex- 
acting compensation  for  services 
as  managing  attorney  in  any  par- 
ticular transaction,  unless  express- 
ing matter  of  agreement  between 
the  parties,  would  necessarily  re- 
sult in  a  great  luif airness,  as  en- 
tirely a  <teparture  from  any  just 
estimate  of  the  value  of  an  entire 
service  in  an  entire  though  con- 
tinuing employment 

Hdd,  also,  that  it  is  not  a  proper 
case  for  reference.  The  services 
rendered  under  such  an  employ- 
ment, even  if  the  subject  of  char- 
ges upon  the  *' quantuvi  meruit^* 
for  each  instance  of  attention 
given  to  it,  would,  at  most,  partake 
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of  the  character  of  a  bill  of  goods 
sold  and  delivered  under  the  same 
order,  although  consisting  of  num- 
erous items  at  specific  prices 
delivered  at  the  same  or  different 
times.  The  whole  transaction 
would  constitute  but  one  item  in 
a  long  account  (Randall  agt 
Kingsland,  anie.^  512.) 

See  Appeal. 

Martin  agt   Windsor  Ilotd  Com- 
pany ^  anie.y  422. 

5.  In  an  action  tried  by  a  referee 
where  eyidence  is  received  com- 
petent as  against  one  or  more  of 
several  defendants,  it  is  not  error 
for  the  referee,  to  refuse  to  decide, 
either  at  the  time  the  evidence  is 
received  or  at  the  dose  of  the 
case,  as  to  which  of  the  defend- 
ants the  evidence  is  competent 
(CHtTBCH,  Ch.  J. ,  Allen  and  Pol- 
GER,  Ji/.,  dissenting).  {Lathrop 
agt.  BramhaU,  64  iV.  F.,  865.) 

6.  A  refusal  of  a  referee  to  pass 
upon  an  objection  to  evidence  at 
the  time  it  is  offered,  and  the  re- 
ceipt thereof  with  a  reservation  of 
the  question  as  to  its  admissibility 
until  the  close  of  the  case,  is  Im- 
proper, but  is  not  necessarily  fatal 
to  the  Judgment  (Qhtjrch,  Gh. 
</.,  Allen  and  Folqer,  i//.,  dis- 
senttng).    (Id). 

7.  Such  a  reservation  is  to  be  con- 
sidered upon  appeal  the  same  as 
if  the  objection  had  been  over- 
ruled and  an  exception  taken,  and 
if  the  evidence  were  proper  or 
could  not  have  affected  the  rights 
of  the  objecting  party  injuriously, 
the  reservation  is  not  groimd  for 
reversal  (Church,  Oh,  J,,  Allen 
and  FoLOBK,  <//.,  dissenUng).  (Id.) 

8.  Where  a  Judgment  entered  upon 
the  report  of  a  referee,  is  reversed 
by  the  general  term  this  court 
will  not,  for  the  purpose  of  sus- 

•  taining  the  Judgment,  adopt  a 
theory  not  set  up  m  the  complaint 
or  broached  upon  the  trial.  (Sta- 
pet^ont  agt  Wo{ff,  65  N.  F.,  596.) 


9.  In  an  action  alleging  a  partner- 
ship between  the  parties  (which 
was  denied  by  the  answer)  and 
asking  for  an  accounting,  an  order 
of  re^rence  was  entered  directing 
the  referee,  Ist.  To  hear,  deter- 
mine and  report  as  to  whether  the 
partnership  existed.  2d.  Staying 
proceedings  thereon  to  enable 
either  party  to  move  for  a  new 
trial  at  general  term.  8d  If  the 
referee  found,  or  if,  upon  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  it  should 
be  determined  that  a  partnership 
existed,  then  that  an  accounting 
be  taken  by  the  referee.  The 
referee  reported  that  a  partnership 
existed  and  directed  an  account- 
ing. Held,  that  a  motion  at  gene- 
ral term  to  set  aside  the  report 
and  for  a  new  trial  was  proper,  as 
was  also  an  api>eal  to  this  court 
from  the  order  of  general  term 
granting  a  new  trial  (Chde,  see, 
268).  (Johnson  agt  Youngs^  65 
N.  r.,  599.) 


REFORMATION  OP  WRTTTKN 
INSTRUMENT. 

1.  To  Justify  a  cotirt  of  equity  in 
changing  the  language  of  a  writ- 
ten instrument  sought  to  be  re- 
formed, it  must  be  proven,  and 
that  by  proof  so  clear  and  con- 
vincing as  to  leave  no  room  for 
doubt,  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  both  parties  to  make  a  con- 
tract, not  a%  it  appears,  but  as  it 
is  claimed  it  should  have  been, 
and  that  the  intent  was  frustrated 
by  fraud  or  mutual  mistake.  (Hee- 
las  agt  Slevin,  ante,  856.) 

2i  It  is  not  enough  for  the  party 
seeldng  the  reformation  to  show 
his  own  intention,  and  that  he 
never  agreed  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract.  His  remedy,  in  such 
case,  is  to  have  the  contract  can- 
celed on  that  ground.    (Id.) 

3.  A  tender  is  not  good  which  was 
accompanied  by  a  condition  which 
was  not  caJled  for  by  either  the 
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Ixmd  or  mortgage,  in  payment  of 
whick  the  tender  was  made.  (Id.) 

4.  To  justify  a  conrt  of  equity  in 
changing  the  language  of  a  writ- 
ten instrument  sought  to  be  re- 
formed, in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
it  must  be  established  that  both 
parties  agreed  to  something  differ- 
ent from  what  is  expressea  in  the 
writing,  and  the  proof  should  be 
so  clear  and  conyincing;  as  to  leave 
no  room  for  doubt.  (Mead  agt.  W. 
F.Ins.  Oo,MN.  F.,  468.) 


REMOVAL  OF  ACTIONS. 

1.  This  action  was  brought  to  pro- 
cure the  removal  of  the  three 
defendants,  two  of  whom  resided 
in  New  Jersey  and  one  in  New 
York,  from  their  positions  as  trus- 
tees under  a  mortgage  given  bv 
the  New  York  ana  Oswego  Mid- 
land Railroad  Company,  and  to 
prevent  their  acting  as  trustees 
pendente  Ute^  on  the  ground  that 
they  had  been  guiltv  of  certain 
fraudulent  and  collusive  acts 
Avhereby  the  security  of  the  bond- 
holders had  been  impaired. 

The  defendant,  Opdyke,  who 
resided  in  New  Jersey,  applied 
for  the  removal  of  the  action  to 
the  United  States  circuit  court, 
on  the  ground,  among  others,  that 
there  was  a  controversy  in  the 
suit  wholly  between  the  plaintiff 
and  himself,  which  could  be 
fully  determined  between  them. 
Held,  that  as  the  defendants  were 
jointly  responsible  for  their  acts 
as  trustees,  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  prosecute  them  jointly, 
and  that  there  was,  therefore,  no 
controversy  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant,  Opdyke,  which 
could  be  wholly  determined  be- 
tween them,  and  that  the  appli- 
cation was,  therefore,  properly 
denied.  (Clark  agt.  Opdyke/ 10 
Hun,  888.) 

2.  The  fact  that  the  suit  is  brought 
to  enjoin  and  restrain  the  defend- 


ants, is  not  a  ground  of  removal 
under  the  act  of  1876.    (Id,) 

8.  Under  the  act  of  Confess  of  1876, 
providing  that  there  is  a  contro- 
versy, which  is  wholly  between 
citizens  of  different  States,  and 
which  can  be  fully  determined  as 
between  them,  either  one  or  more 
of  the  plain ti£^  or  defendants  may 
^remove  the  suit  to  the  circuit 
court,  the  averments  contained  in 
in  a  petition  for  such  removal  are 
not  conclusive  upon  the  court,  but 
the  existence  of  the  requisite  facts 
must  be  ascertained  by  the  court, 
and  for  that  purpose  the  aver- 
ments of  the  petition  in  reeard  to 
them  may  be  controverted  oy  the 
opposite  party.    (Id.) 

« 
4.  This  action  was -brought  origi- 
nally against  several  defendants. 
Upon  a  former  trial  the  complaint 
was  dismissed  as  to  all.  Upon  ap- 
peal to  this  court  the  judgment 
was  affirmed  as  to  all  the  defend- 
ants except  Y.,  and  reversed  as  to 
him  and  new  trial  granted.  Y. 
thereupon  filed  a  petition  to  re- 
move the  cause  to  the  United 
States  court,  under  the  act  of 
July  27th,  1866  (14  U.  8.  Stat,  at 
Large,  306),  providing  for  a  remo- 
val where  one  of  several  defend- 
ants is  a  resident  of  another  state. 
Held,  that  the  attempted  removal 
was  ineffectual,  as  at  the  time  Y. 
was  the  only  defendant,  and  that 
the  court  could  take  judicial  notice 
of  the  fact  from  its  own  records. 
(Vose  agt.  TvXee,  64  J^T.  F.,  449.) 

6.  Also,  Md,  that  Y.  could  not  have 
made  a  case  for  removal  as  the 
action  was  originally,  it  being  a 
claim  against  all  the  defendants 
upon  a  joint  liability  in  equity. 
(Id.) 

6.  Where  a  party  attempting  to  re- 
move a  cause  omits  to  apply  to  the 
United  States  court  for  a  mandate 
sta3dng  proceeding  in  the  state 
court,  that  court  will  not  oust  itself 
of  jurisdiction  unless  such  party 
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shows  that  he  has  strictly  complied 
with  the  statute.    (Id,) 

7.  The  rights  of  parties  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  coDgress 
of  17&9  (1  U.  8,  Stat,  at  Large,  79, 
aee.  12),  providing  for  the  removal 
of  causes  from  a  state  court^to 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States,  are  governed  by  the  facts 
existing  at  the  time  the  action  was 
commenced.  It  must  appear  by 
the  petition  that  at  tliat  time  plain- 
tiff was  a  citizen  of  the  State  in 
which  the  action  is  brought,  and 
defendant,  a  citizen  of  another 
state.  A  petition  simply  sUiting 
that  either  party  **m  a  citizen*'  is 
insufficient,  as  that  relates  only  to 
the  time  of  the  drawing  of  the 
petition,  and  no  legal  presump- 
tion arises  tlierefrom  that  he  was 
a  citizen  at  th'e  commencement  of 
the  action.  (Pechner  agt.  P.  Ins. 
Co.,  65  N.  F.,  195.) 

8.  Where  the  statement  is  as  to  the 
citizenship  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is 
not  aided  by  the  fact  that  in  the 
verification  to  the  complaint  plain- 
tiff is  described  as  of  a  county  in 
this  state.  If  the  complaint  can 
be  read  with  the  petition,  an  aver- 
ment of  residence  is  not  equiva- 
lent to  an  fiverment  of  citizenship, 
and  is  insufficient.    (Id.) 


REPLEVIN. 

See  EviDBNCB. 

Johmon  agt  Ca/iieiff  arUe^  826. 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  personal  property,  which 
has  not  been  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff,  the  jury  should  assess 
the  value  of  the  property  and 
damages  for  its  detention,  and  not 
simply  find  a  general  verdict  for 
damages :  and  the  ludgmcnt  in 
such  a  case  should  be  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  property,  or  the 
value  thereof  in  case  a  delivery 
could  not  be  had,  together  with 
damages  for  its  detention.  (PhUUpn 
agt.  mme,  10  Hun,  211.) 


2.  Where,  in  an  action  of  replevin, 
the  plaintiff  recovers  a  judgment 
for  the  possession  of  the  property 
with  damages  for  its  detention, t 
and  for  a  ibced  sum  in  case  a  re- 
turn cannot  be  had,  he  cannot 
maintain  an  action  asrainst  the 
sureties  to  an  undertaking,  given 
by  the  defendant,  in  pursuance  of 
section  211  of  the  Code,  until  an 
execution  has  been  issu^  to  the 
sheriff  in  pursuance  of  the  judg- 
ment and  the  same  has  been  du^ 
returned  unsatisfied.  (Hager  agt 
ClnU,  10  Hun,  447.) 

8.  In  the  action  of  replevin  to  recover 
a  quantity  of  eniin  it  appeared 
that  defendant  nad  mixed  other 
^rain  of  his  own  with  that  claimed 
by  plaintiff.  Defendant  stated 
when  the  grain  was  taken  bv  the 
sheriff  that  it  was  all  raised  on 
plaintiff's  land.  Held^  that  the 
case  was  simply  one  of  confusion 
of  goods,  and  as  the  grain  could 
not  be  separated,  defendant  coold 
not  thus  by  his  own  act  defeat  the 
action,  but  must  bear  the  loss  re- 
sulting therefrom.  (Satmon  agt 
Bofte^^N.  F.,4ll.) 


RES-ADJUDICATA. 

See  IicPRisoNSD  Debtob. 

McMtr  ofBoberU,  ante,  199. 
Matter  qf  Smal,  ante,  482. 

1.  In  an  acticm  of  ejectment  the 
defendants  set  up^n  their  answer 
that  the  premises  in  question, 
together  with  others,  were  con- 
veyed to  the  plaintiff  by  their 
ancestor,  Enos  Burke,  in  pursu- 
ance of  an  agreement  by  which 
plaintiff  was  to  advance  to  him 
$7,200;  that  Burke  was  to  occupy 
and  cultivate  the  same  for  his  own 
benefit ;  that  upon  receipt  of  the 
said  sum,  with  interest,  plaintiff 
was  to  account  and  reconvey  the 
premises  to  Burke ;  that  such  re- 
payment had  been  made,  and  they 
therefore  demanded  an  account- 
ing and  a  reconveyance.  (Oandee 
agt  Burk,  10  Hun,  860.) 
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2.  The  plaintiff  alleged  in  his  reply, 
and  subsequently  proved  upon  the 
trial,  that  a  prior  action  had  com- 
menced by  the  said  defendants 
against  the  plaintiff,  in  which  they 
claimed  that  the  plaintiff  made  an 
arrangement  with  Burke,  by  which 
he  was  to  advance  money  to  the 
latter  and  take  a  conveyance  of 
the  premises  in  question,  with 
others,  as  security  for  l^e  repay- 
ment thereof;  that  Burke  was  to 
remain  in  possession;  that  he, 
until  his  death,  and  thereafter  the 
defendants  had  continued  so  to 
do;  that  the  ftdl  amount  due  the 
plaintiff  herein  had  been  paid, 
whereupon  they  demanded  an  ac- 
counting and  reconveyance;  that 
judgment  was  entered  therein  in 
favor  of  the  present  plaintiff,  hold- 
ing that  the  conveyance  was  an 
absolute  and  unconditional  deed, 
and  not  a  mortgage  or  security  for 
any  loan  made  to  Burke,  and  that 
the  title  to  the  premises  was  vest- 
ed absolutely  in  the  plaintiff  here- 
in.   (IcL) 

• 

3.  Upon  the  trial  of  this  action,  /leld^ 
that  the  cause  of  action  in  the 
former  suit  and  the  defense  set  up 
in  the  answer  in  this  case  were  in 
substance  the  same,  and  that  the 
judgment  in  the  former  action 
was  a  bar  to  the  defense  set  up  in 
the  answer  herein.     (Id.) 

i.  Where,  upon  an  application  made 
bv  an  insolvent  debtor  for  a  dis- 
charge, it  appears  that  a  similar 
appUcation  has  already  been  made 
to  one  of  the  judges  of  the  court 
of  common  pleas  of  the  citv.  of 
New  York,  and  havine  been  fully 
heard,  has  been  decided  against 
him  upon  the  merits,  held,  that  the 
matter  should  be  regarded  as  res 
adjudicata  and  the  application  de- 
nied. {Matter  of  Rchirts,  10  Hun, 
348.) 


llEVIVAL  OF  ACTION. 

1.  After  issue  joined  in  an  action, 
brought  to  recover  the  possession 

Vol.  LIII.  79 


of  personal  property,  the  plaintiff 
died,  and  thereafter  the  action  was 
revived  in  the  name  of  his  widow 
as  his  executrix.  Upon  the  trial  it 
appeared  that  the  husband  had  no 
title  to  the  propertv,  but  that  the 
same  was  owned  by  the  wife  in 
her  own  right.  Held,  that  the 
court  had  no  power  to  amend  the 
summons  and  complaint  by  strik- 
ing out  the  word  **  executrix," 
and  thus  allow  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover by  virtue  of  her  own  title  to 
the  property.  {PhiUips  2^  Md- 
viOe,  10  Eun,  311.  * 


8!ET-0FP. 

1 .  A  promise  made  by  one  person  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  paid  by 
another,  to  pf^  the  debts  of  the 
latter,  is  in  legal  effect  a  promise 
to  pay^  creditors  who  are  such  at 
the  time  the  promise  is  made. 
They  acquire  thereby  additional 
security  for  the  payment  of  their 
debts,  which  will  pass  as  an  inci- 
dent on  assignment  of  one  of  the 
debts  secured,  but  the  assignee 
takes  it  by  a  derivative  title  from 
the  assignor,  and  no*  direct  con- 
tract is  created  by  the  assignment 
between  him  and  the  promisor. 
(Bcn-UAB  agt.  My&n,  64  N.  F..  41.) 

3.  It  is  immaterial  that  the  debts  are 
upon  negotiable  instruments  not 
due.  In  the  absence  of  special 
words  indicating  such  an  intent, 
the  promise  is  not  to  the  persons 
holaing  the  instruments  at  their 
maturity  ;  and  the  interest  of  the 
assignee  in  the  promise  is  subject 
to  any  equities  on  the  part  of  the 
promisor  existing  against  the  debt 
while  in  the  hands  of  the  assignor. 
(Id.) 

8.  Where,  therefore,  defendant,  in 
consideration  of  the  transfer  to  her 
of  the  property  of  the  firm  of  R. 
&  W.,  promised  to  pay  the  debts 
of  the  firm,  among  which  were 
certain  promise^  notes  not  due, 
then  held  by  if.  R,  who  before 
maturity  assigned  them  to  plain- 
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tiff,  in  an  action  upon  the  promise, 
hMy  that  defendant  could  set  off 
a  claim  held  by  her  against  N.  R 
{Id.) 

4.  A  right*  to  set  off  a  judgment  in 
fovor  of  A.  against  a.,  against  *a 
judgment  in  favor  of  B.  agiunst  A. 
cannot  be  asserted  by  motion  on 
behalf  of  A.,  where  it  appears 
that  before  B.'s  judfi:ment  was  ob- 
tained he  assigned  his  claim  to  a 
third  person.  If  A.  has  any 
equities  they  can  only  be  enforced 
t)y  action,  not  by  motion.  (8mfl 
agt.  Prout^,  64  JST.  Z,  545.) 

5.  As  to  whether  an  'order  denying 
a  motion  to  set  off  one  judgment 
against  another  is  reviewable  here, 
qiM»re.    (Id,) 


SETTLEMENT. 

1.  Where  no  judgment  has  been  en- 
tered in  an  action,  an  attorney  has 
no  vested  right  to  costs  th^^in. 
Wha];ever  claim  he  has  for  *  his 
services  isafi^inst  his  client  on  the 
retainer.  (§tftftean  agt  (fKeefe^ 
anUj  ^6r) 

3.  Although  there  are  cases  holding 
that  a  party  may  not  discharge  a 
judgment  actually  entered,  and 
thus  deprive  his  attorney  of  his 
costs  in  such  judgment,  yet  it  seenu 
that  parties  may  settle  their  con- 
troversies without  consulting  the 
wishes  of  their  attorneys,  or  even 
against  their  wishes,  save  where 
judgment  has  been  entered  includ- 
mg  costs,  or  where  the  attorney 
has  obtained  a  lien  on  the  subject 
matter  of  the  action.    {Id.) 

8.  The  attorney  gets  no  such  lien 
under  his  retainer  alone.    {Id.) 

4.  Where  an  action  was  brought  for 
the  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  real  property, 
after  the  cause  was  at  issue,  but 
before  the  trial,  the  parties  made 
a  settlement  of  the  subject  of  the 
acticm,  notwithstanding  which  the 


defendant's  aUiomey  insisted  upon 
proceeding  with  the  action  unless 
his  costs  were   paid   him.    The- 
piaintiff  thereupon  moved  for  a 
dismissal  of  the  action. 

MUd,  that,  as  in  fact  there  was 
no  longer  a  controversy  between 
the  parties,  the  action  should  not 
be  continued  at  their  expense, 
either  for  the  profit  or  emolument 
of  others,  and  that  the  motion  for 
discontinuance  should  be  granted. 
{Td.) 


8HERIFP. 

1.  After  the  commencement  of  an 
action,  brought  against  the  sheriff 
for  a  failure  to  return  an  execu- 
tion within  sixty  days,  he  return- 
ed the  same  inaorsed  nulla  bona. 
Upon  the  trial  the  plaintiff  proved 
the  issuing  of  the  execution,  and 
its  return  and  indorsement  after 
the  commencement  of  the  action. 

Held,  That  as  the  return  was 
made  by  a  public  officer  of  an  offi- 
cial act  he  was  bound  by  law  to 
make,  it  was  evidence  in  favor  of 
the  officer  making  it  {Beehstein 
agt.  Sammis,  10  &m,  585.) 

2.  That  its  admissibility  was  not  af- 
fected by  the  fact  that  it  was  made 
after  the  commencement  of  the 
action.    {Id.) 

8.  That  as  the  plaintifl^  did  not  con- 
tnsidict  the  return,  he  was  entitled 
to  recover  only  nominal  damages. 
{Id.) 

4.  The  plaintiffs  having  purchased 
a  quantity  of  sugar  from  H.  &  D., 
of  New  York,  the  price  thereof, 
while  in  plaintiffs'  hands,  was  at- 
tached by  the  sheriff  of  New  York, 
under  an  attachment  issued  in  an 
action  against  H.  &  D.  Subse- 
quently one  V.  brought  an  action 
against  the  plaintiffs,  to  recover 
the  price  of  the  sugar,  claiming 
that  he  was  the  owner  thereof, 
and  that  U.  &  D.  were  merely  his 
agents  to  sell  the  same.  This  ac- 
tion was  brought  by  the  plainti^, 
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in  the  coantv  of  Ein^  against  the 
sheriff  and  the  attaching  creditors 
and  v.,  praying  that  they  might 
be  compelled  to  determine  their 
connicting  claims  to  the  sugar  be- 
tween themselves.  Hdd,  upon  the 
application  of  the  sheriff,  that  he 
was  entitled,  under  section  124  of 
the  Code,  to  have  the  place  of  trial 
changed  to  the  county  of  New 
York.     (  WirUjen  agt    Verge»^  10 

5.  A  tender  to  a  sheriff  by  the  Judg- 
ment debtor  of  the  full  amount 
collectible  upon  an  execution  in 
the  hands  of  the  former  discharges 
the  lien  of  the  execution  upon 
property  levied  by  virtue  thereof ; 
and  in  case  of  a  refusal  to  accept 
the  tender,  and  a  subsequent  sale 
of  the  property  under  the  execu- 
tion, an  action  fur  conversion  will 
lie.    (Tiffany  agt  SL  John,  65  N, 

.r.,  314.) 

6.  In  such  an  action  it  appeared  that 
the  judgment  upon  which  the 
execution  was  issued  was  rendered 
hj  the  marine  court  of  New  York 
city,  lor  sixty-seven  dollars  and 
forty-four  cents.  As  the  sheriff 
was  proceeding  to  sell  property 
levied  upon,  plaintiff  (the  judg- 
ment debtor)  tendered  $120.  The 
sheriff  refused  to  accept,  claiming 
the  tender  to  be  insufficient  The 
defendant  thereupon  forbade  the 
sale,  but  the  sheriff  proceeded 
with  it  Defendant  (the  judg- 
ment creditor)  was  present  and 
within  hearing  distance  at  the 
time  of  the  conversation,  an^}  sub- 
sequently was  heard  to  converse 
respecting  the  tender  he  bid  upon 
the  property.  Hddy  that  the  ten- 
der was  pnma  facU  sufficient  in 
amount ;  that  if  defendant  was 
aware  of  the  facts  he  was  liable 
for  the  conversion^  and  that  the 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  author- 
ize the  submission  of  that  question 

^    to  the  jury,    (/d.) 

7.  The  provisions  of  section  248  of 
the  code,  in  reference  to  sheriffs* 
fees  on  attachment,  only  apply  to 


attachments  in  courts  of  records. 
Officers  executing  attachments 
issued  out  of  justices'  courts  or 
the  marine  court  of  the  city  of 
New  York  have  no  authority  to 
make  charges  in  addition  to  their 
regular  fees ;  these  include  c6m- 
pensation  for  caring  for  property 
attached.    (Jd.) 


SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  The  complaint  set  out  an  agree- 
ment or  contract  in  writing  for 
the  delivery  of  a  deed  of  land  and 
the  payment  of  the  consideration 
on  or  before  May  1, 1875.  It  was 
also  averred  that  before  that  day 
the  party  whose  duty  It  was  to 
deliver  the  deed  applied  to  the 
partjr  who  was  to  pay  the  consid- 
eration, to  name  a  time  and  place 
for  performance,  to  which  such 
party  did  not  reply.  It  is-  £dso 
alleged  that  he  subsequently  exe- 
cuted a  deed,  in  due  form,  and 
made  all  reasonable  efforts  to  find 
and  communicate  with  the  other 
party  to  coim)lete  the  agre&nent, 
but  which  efforts,  throu^  the  acts 
and  omissions  of  the  omer  party, 
were  unavailing: 

Hdd^  that  uie  complaint,  al- 
though it  failed  to  show  a  strict 
performance  of  the  agreement  by 
the  plaintiff,  alleged  such  a  state 
of  facts  as  directly  tended  to  ex- 
cuse it,  and  which  entitled  him  to 
have  the  agreement  specifically 
performed.  (Bue%%  tt^.  Koek.  ante. 
92.) 

Set  Contract. 

DwUb  agt  Fairuh,  arUe,  217. 


STATUTE    OP   LIMITATIONS. 

1.  The  plaintiff,  in  1851,  loaned  to 
the  defendant,  her  sister's  hus- 
band, $1,800,  of  which  $1,600  re- 
mained unpaid  in  the  year  1861. 
In  1866  defendant  paid  $200  there- 
on. In  1872  he  signed  and  deliv- 
ered to  the  plaintiff  the  following 
paper:    ''Received  January,  1861, 
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from  Mrs.  J.  R  Eincaid,  the  mim 
of  $1,<M)0,  for  Avhicb  1  agree  to 
pay  interest,  at  the  rate  of  seven 
per  cent  per  annum,  from  this 
date.  Paid  January,  1866,  to  Mrs. 
Kmcaid  on  the  above,  $200.  '*  (Kin- 
cadd  tgt  ArchEbaid,  10  Umi,  9.) 

2.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  amount 
due  thereon : 

Hdd,  (1)  that  parol  evidence  was 
admissible  to  show  tlie  time  of  the 
execution  and  delivery  of  the  pa- 
per. 

(2)  That,  although  it  contained 
no  express  promise  to  pay  the 
principal,  vet,  as  it  contained  an 
explicit  admission  of  an  existing 
indebtidness  and  a  promise  to  pay 
the  interest  thereon,  that  it  was 
sufficient  to  remove  tlie  bar  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  which  had 
run  against  the  debt  at  the  time  of 
its  delivery.    {Id,) 

8.  In  an  accounting  by  an  adminis- 
trator no  written  pleadings  are 
necessary  to  entitle  a  party  to  the 
protection  of  the  statute,  but  it 
must  be  set  up  or  urged  before  all 
the  evidence  has  been  taken  so 
that  the  claimant  may  have  an 
opportunity  to  introduce  evidence 
which  may  relieve  him  from  the 
operation  thereof.  (Clock  agt. 
Chadeagne,  10  Hu?i,  97.) 

4.  Where  money  is  deposited  with 
any  individual,  not  a  banker,  trus- 
tee or  aotnt,  upon  an  agreement 
that  he  shall  pay  interest  thereon, 
and  that  the  same  sluill  not  be 
withdrawn  except  by  drafts,  pay- 
able thirty  days  after  sight,  no 
presumption  of  payment  arises, 
nor  will  the  statute  of  limitations 
run  against  the  debt,  until  it  is 
showu  that  drafts  drawn  against 
the  said  person,  in  pursuance  of 
the  agreement,  have  been  pre- 
sented and  dishonored.  {SuUivan 
agt.  Foadkk,  10  Hun,  178.) 

6.  It  rests  upon  the  party  claiming 
the  benefit  of  the  statute  to  idiow 
the  presentation  and  dishonor  of 
such  drafts.     {Id.) 


'  6.  In  March  1854,  $4,000  were  de- 
I  *  posited  with  one  D.,  upon  the 
agreement  that  he  should  pay  in- 
terest thereon  at  the  rate  .01  six 
per  cent  per  annum,  and  that  the 
principal  should  only  be  with- 
drawn by  drafts,  payable  thirty 
days  after  sight  March  7,  1855, 
D.  wrote  to  the  depositor  stating 
that  he  had  credited  him  with 
$240,  being  the  interest  to  March 
1,  1855.*  In  an  action  brought  by 
the  administrator  of  the  depositor 
hi  1876,  heid 

(1)  That  no  presumption  of  pay- 
ment arose  under  the  statute  of 
limitations  in  regard  to  the  $4j000, 
until  the  presentation  and  dishon- 
or of  drafts  drawn  against  the 
same; 

(2)  That  the  letter  informing 
the  depositor  that  the  interest  due 
March  1,  1855,  had  been  credited 
to  him,  did  not  have  the  effect  of 
adding  the  amount  th^ieof  to  the 
principal,  so  as  to  cause  it  to  bear 
interest  thereafter,  nor  did  it  make 
that  amount  then  due,  so  that  the 
statute  of  limitations  would  then 
commence  to  run  against  it.    (Id) 

7.  The  defense  interposed  in  the  ac- 
tion was  that  of  an  adverse  pos- 
session commenced  in  1842.  Aid, 
that  as  the  trustee  under  the  deed 
in  no  way  represented  or  was 
bound  to  protect  the  interests  of 
the  plaintiff,  whose  interest  was 
subject  to  a  life  estate,  the  statute 
did  not  commence  to  run  agpalnst 
her  until  her  right  of  action  ac- 
crued, upon  the  death  of  her 
mother,  in  1871.  {Bennett  agt. 
Oarlock,  10  Hun,  828.) 

Effect  of  bankruptcy  of  debtor  on 
running  of — counter-claim,  in  ac- 
tion by  assignee  in  bankruptcy — 
reply  to,  by  assignee.  (Sbc  Von 
Sachs  agt.  Kretz,  10  J7t/n,  95.) 


STAY  OP  PROCEEDINGS.    • 

1.  Where,  after  the  entry  of  an  in- 
terlocutory judgment  or  decree,  a 
motion  is  made  for  a  new  trial  on 
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a  case  and  exceptions  under  secr 
tion  268  of  the  Code,  such  motion 
does  not  stay  proceedings  under 
the  hiterlocutoiy  judgment  or  de- 
cree.    (Bennett  agt.   Atistin^   10" 


STREETS  IN  CITY  OP  UTICA. 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  statute  (Law9 
of  1862,  chap,  18)  in  relatiou.  to  the 
auties  of  the  common  council  of 
the  city  of  Utica,  in  proceedings 
for  the  opening  ajid  extension  of 
streets  in  that  city,  must  be  strict- 
ly followed.  (Mff^^^  of  BchfftibeTy 
arUe,  359.) 

^.  By  section  85  of  the  diarter,  if 
the  conmion  council,  under  its 
provisions^  after -hearing  the  par- 
ties interested,  should  determine 
to  make  the  improvementf  it  is 
obligatory  on  them  to  enter  in  its 
minutes  a  resolution  declaring  such 
determHotum,  An  omission  to 
comply  with  section  85  is  fatal  to 
all  the  proceedin]^  which  fol- 
lowed.   {Id.) 

d.  On  an  appeal  from  action  of  the 
Utica  conunon  council,  the  orig- 
inal papers  were  .filed  with  the 
county  clerk  in  time,  but  the  copies 
were  not  served  until  the  twenty- 
first  day  after  the  second  report 

'  of  the  commissioners  appointed 
therefor  had  been  filed.  The  ob- 
jection is  taken  at  the  hearing  of 
the  appeal,  that  the  appeal  papers 
were  not  served  in  time: 

Held,  that  the  respondent  should 
have  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal, 
and  not  having  done  so  and  allow- 
ing a  special  term'  to  pass,  he 
waived  his  right.    (Id). 


SUMMARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  Where  a  tenant  has  been  evicted 
by  the  landlord  from  a  portion  of 
the  demised  premises  of  substan- 
tial value,  he  cannot  be  evicted  in 
summary  proceedings  for  non-pay- 


ment of  rent  so  long  as  such  evic- 
tion continues.  {People  ex  ret. 
Murphy  agt.  Oedney^  10  /Twn, 
151.) 

An  averment  in  an  affidavit,  made 
in  summaiy  proceedings  insti- 
tuted to  remove  a  tenant,  that  the 
amount  specified  is  due  for  the 
rent  of  the  premises,  in  pursuance 
of  the  agreement  by  which  the 
premises  were  '*let,"  in  connec- 
tion with  a'  statement  that  the 
defendant  holds  over  and  con- 
tinues in  possession  of  said  prem- 
ises, is  substantially  equivalent  to 
the  statement  that  the  amount  is 
due  pursuant  to  the  agreement 
under  which  the  premises  are 
' '  held,'*  as  reouired  by  the  statute. 
{People  ex  rel,  Huglies  agt  Lamby  10 
Hun,  848.) 

The  certificate  of  the  constable, 
showing  a  service  of  the  summon^ 
upon  the  defendant  personally,  by 
showing  the  original  and  deliver 
ing  a  copy  thereof  to  him,  is  "  due 
proof ''  of  the  service  thereof.  {Id.) 


SUMMONS. 

.1  A  constable's  return  to  a  justice's 
•  court  summons  was  as  follows  : 
**  Served,  copy  left  the  9th  day  of 
February,  1869."  Held,  that  the 
return  was  hisufflcient  to  show  a 
legal  service  by  copy,  or  to  author- 
ize the  justice  to  proceed  in  the 
action  in  tlie  absence  of  defend- 
ant. (Sp&rry  agt.  Reynolds,  65  N, 
r.,  179.) 


SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEED- 
INGS. 

1.  The  personal  representatives  of  a 
deceased  judgment  creditor,  in 
whose  lifetime  an  execution  was 
issued  upon  the  judgment  and  re- 
turned unsatisfied,  may,  upon 
showing  that  fact,  and  giving 
proof  that  letters  testamenUry  or 
of  administration  had  been  issued 
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to  them,  have  an  order  for  the  ex- 
amination of  the  defendant  in  pro- 
ceedings supplementary.  ( Walktr 
agt.  Donovan^  ante^  8.) 

2.  It  is  not  necessary  in  such  a  case, 
before  the  personal  representative 
can  proceed  to  enforce  the  judg- 
ment, that  the  action  should  he 
revived  and  continued  in  their 
name.    (Id) 

8.  By  the  amendment  of  section  288 
of  the  Code  in  1806,  it  was  pro- 
vided that  in  case  of  the  death  of 
the  person  in  whose  favor  the 
judgment  was  given,  his  personal 
representatives  duly  appointed 
might,  at  any  time  withm  five 
years  after  the  entry  of  the  judg- 
ment, enforce  it  by  execution. 
Since  this  amendment,  it  is  no 
longer  necessary  to  bring  an  action 

.  on  the  judgment  in  the  nature  of 
a  idrefaciai  to  have  the  executor 
or  administor  made  a  party  to  the 
judgment  to  enable  him  to  insti- 
tute summary  proceeding  to  reach 
the  equitable  assets  of  the  debtor. 
(Id,) 

4.  The  affidavit  upon  which  the 
order  for  the  examination  of  the 
defendant  is  asked  must  set  forth 
the  judgment;  that  the  party  who- 
applies  for  the  order  is  the  sole 
executor  or  administrator  of  the 
judgment  creditor;  that  an  execu- 
tion was  issued,  and  the  date  of  it; 
that  it  was  returned  imsatisfied; 
that  the  judgment  creditor  is  dead, 
and  that  letters  testamentary  or  of 
administration  were  duly  issued  to 
him,  and  that  be  duly  qualified  and 
has  ever  since  acted  as  his  execu- 
tor or  administrator.    {Id,) 

5.  Any  defense  or  answer  which  the 
judgment  debtor  has  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  judgment,  except  mat- 
ters which  ought  to  have  been 
pleaded  to  the  original  action,  or 
which  existed  prior  to  the  judg- 
ment, is  availaole  to  him  where 
an  order  is  obtained  for  his  exam- 
ination in  supplementary  proceed- 


m^-s. 


{Id.) 


6.  Since  the  Code,  the  appdintment 
of  a  receiver,  in  proceedings  sup- 
plementary to  execution,  vests  in 
the  receiver  aU  the  proper^,  both 
real  and  peraojuU,  of  the  judgment 
debtor,  without  any  assignment. 
(Hayes  agt  Buckley,  ante,  178.) 

7.  On  November  27,  1874,  a  judg- 
ment was  recovered  against  the 
defendant  Elmore,  who  was  In 
possession  of  and  entitled  to  a  life 
estate  in  certain  real  property. 
Execution  having  been  issued 
upon  said  judgment  and  returned 
unsatisfied,  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings were  instituted,  in  which, 
on  June  25,  1875,  a  receiver  of 
the  property  of  said  Elmore  was 
duly  appointed  by  an  order  which 
was  duly  recorded.  July  1,  1875, 
the  receiver  conveyed  all  the 
right,  title  and  interest  of  Elmore 
in  the  said  real  estate  to  the  phun- 
tiff.  Elmore  n^ever  made  any 
conveyance  to  the  receiver,  nor 
was  any  order  ever  made  by  the 
court  requiring  him  so  to  do,  or 
directing  a  sale  by  the  receiver. 

Held,  that  the  receiver  was  not 
vested,  by  virtue  of  his  appoint- 
ment, with  any  title  to  the  real 
estate  owned  by  the  judgment 
debtor,  nor  did  the  plaintiff  ac- 
quire any  interest  therein  by  virtue 
of  the  conveyance  from  hiuL 
{8eott  agt.  Elmore,  10  Hun,  68.)     ^ 

8.  A  judge  or  referee  in  supple- 
mentary proceedings  is  vested 
with  the  same  power  of  adjourn- 
ment that  a  master  in  chancery 
had  when  acting  under  an  order 
for  the  examination  of  a  debtor 
in  a  creditor's  suit,  and  he  may 
adjourn  the  proceedings  from 
time  to  time,  even  though  the 
debtor  to  be  examined  refuses  to 
consent  thereto.  {Kaufman  agt 
Thraeher,  10  Hun,  488.) 

9.  A  receiver  appointed  in  proceed- 
ings supplementary  to  execution, 
may  maintain  an  action  to  recover 
real  or  personal  property  4*ns- 
ferred  by  the  judgment  debtor  in 
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fraud   of  bis  creditors.    iUhder- 
icood  agt.  Sutcliffe^lO  Bun,  453.) 

10.  No  person  can  avail  hin^elf  of 
an  irrejo^Iarity  in  the  proceedings 
in  which  the  receiver  was  ap- 
pointed, except  Uie  Jaigment 
debtor  himself.    {Id.) 

11.  Proceedings  supplementary  to  an 
execution  are  in  the  nature  of  an 
action,  and  the  court  does  not 
lose  jurisdiction  thereof,  by  a 
failure  of  either  or  .both  of  the 
parties  to  appear  on  a  day  to 
which  they  have  been  adjourned 
by  the  judge  or  referee.    (Id.) 

12.  Where,  in  such  a  case,  the  at- 
torney for  the  judgment  debtor 
appears  before  the  judge,  in 
obedience  to  a  notice  to  show 
cause  why  a  receiver  should  not 
be  appointed,  and  makes  no  ob- 
jection thereto,  all  objections  to 
the  regularity  of  such  proceed- 
ings are  thereby  waived.    (Id,) 


SURETIES. 

1.  To  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  maintain 
an  action  a^mst  the  sureties  on 
an  undertakmg  given  in  pursuance 
of  section  348  of  the  Code  for  the 
purposes  of  an  appeal,  notice  of 
entry  of  the  order  or  judgment 
affirming  the  judgment  appealed 
from  must  be  served  upon  the  ad- 
verse party  ten  days  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action. 
{Ba^  ugt.  HarUaUy  ante.^  25.) 

2.  The  commencement  of  the  action 
before  the  lapse  of  ten  days  trfter 
notice,   is  fatal  to  the  recovery. 

{m 

8.  This  notice,  like  all  other  notices 
required  by  the  Code,  must  be 
given  in  writing,  and  must  be  so 
explicit  as  plainly  to  give  the  in- 
formation required  by  tiixe  statute. 
(Id.) 

•4.  The  decision  upon  an  appeal  taken 
by  the  principal  can,  in  no  way, 


be  effectually  decided  or  disposed 
of  by  an  '*  order,*'  but  only  by  a 
iudgment  of  .affirmance  duly  per- 
fected.   (Id.) 

5.  An  order  is  but  a  decision  upon  a 
motion,  and  is  expressly  aistin- 
guished  from  a  judgment  which  is 
defined  as  the  final  determination 
of  the  rights  of  the  parties.  A 
judgment  is  to  be  entered  in  the 
judgment  book  and  perfected  by 
the  fllinff  of  a  judgment  roll  from 
which  the  right  of  appeal  from  a 
judgment   would   begin  to   run. 

6.  Notice  of  the  judgment  so  per- 
fected is  the  notice  required  by  the 
statute  (Oode  sec  348)  to  be  served 
on  the  adverse  party  ten  days  ho- 
fore  the  commencement  of  the 
action  on  the  undertaking.    (Id.) 

7.  Where  the  defendant  McC,  after 
making  tlie  mortgage  in  suit,  con- 
veyed the  mortgaged  premises  to 
defendant  W.,  she  assuming  the 
payment  of  the  mortgage,  and 
upon  the  maturity  of  the  bond  and 
mortgage,  McC.  having  come  into 
the  position  of  surety,  requested 
the  plaintiff  (the  mortgagee)  to 
proceed  immediately  to  foreclose 
and  collect  the  debt;  the  plaintiff 
neglected  for  a  year  to  commence 
his  suit,  and  the  proof  showed  that 
although  the  premises  were  of 
sufficient  value  to  pay  the  mort- 
gaged debt  and  costs  of  foreclosure 
at  the  time  the  request  was  made, 
they  have  since  so  far  depreciated 
as  to  make  it  altogether  probable 
that  there  will  l^  a  deifciency 
after  applying  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale: 

Iletd,  that  McC,  occupving  the 
position  of  surety,  should  not  be 
made  liable  for  any  deficiency 
arising  upon  such  foreclosure  and 
sale.  (RueseU  agt.  Weinb&rg  et  al. 
Ante,  468.) 

8.  Where,  in  an  action  of  replevin, 
the  plaintiff  recovers  a  judgment 
for  the  possession  of  the  property, 
with  damages  for  its  detention, 
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and  for  a  fixed  sum  in  case  a  re- 
turn cannot  be  had,  he  cannot 
maintain  an  action  against  the 
sureties  to  an  undertaking  given 
by  the  defendant,  in  pursuance  of 
section  211  of  the  Code,  until  an 
execution  has  been  issued  to  the 
sheriff  in  pursuance  of  the  judg- 
ment and  the  same  has  been  dufy 
returned  unsatisfied.  (Eager  agt. 
auU,  10  Hun,  447.) 


SURROGATE. 

1.  The  surrogate  of  New  Yoric  lias 
no  power,  under  the  act  of  1870 
(Laws  of  1870,  motion  9,  chapter 
359),  to  malce  allowances  to  par- 
ties who  do  not  precail  in  cases 
contested  before  him.  (Noyes  agt. 
OhildrerCs  Aid  Soddty,  ante,  10.) 

2.  He  may  excuse  such  parties,  if 
the  case  be  in  his  judgment  a  pro- 
per one,  from  the  payment  of  costs 
personally,  but  he  cannot  take  the 
subject-matter  of  the  contest, 
which  he  adjudges  to  belong  to 
the  successful  party,  and  distri- 
bute it,  or  any  part  of  it,  among 
his  defeated  antagonists.    (Id.) 

See  Executors   and   Admtnistra- 

*     TORS. 

Matter  of  HahUn ,  ante,  501. 

8.  A  surro^te  has  no  jurisdiction 
or  i^uthority  to  pass  upon  the  va- 
lidit}'  of  a  claim  against  an  estate 
presented  by  an  executor  in  his 
own  behalf,  where  the  same  is 
contftted,  nor  can  a  reference  be 
ordered  in  such  a  case  to  deter- 
mine the  same,  though  all  the  psi^- 
ties  consent  thereto.  (Shakespeare 
agt.  Markham,  10  Huny  311.) 

4  The  expenses  incurred  by  an  ex-  : 
ecutor  in  an  unsuccessful  attempt  | 
to  enforce  l»efore  the  surrogate,  a  i 
claim  made  by  him  against  the  | 
estate,  including  the  fees  of  an  ' 
auditor  and  his  own  counsel  fees  ' 
thierein,  should  not  be  allowed  to  ' 
him  out  of  the  estate.    (Id.)  , 


6.  Where  one  of  the  next  of  kin  <^  a 
deceased  person,  entitled  to  a  dis- 
tributive share  bf  his  estate,  calls 
the  administrator  to  an  account, 
and,  upon  the  hearing,  claims  to 
be  entitled,  by  assignment,  to  the 
shares  of  three  of  the  other  next  of 
kin,  it  is  error  to  direct  that  the 
amount  of  said  shares  should  be 
paid  over  to  him,  unless  the  per- 
sons odginally  entitled  thereto  are 
made  parties  to  the  proceedii^,  as 
otherwise  the  decree  would  afford 
no  protection  to  the  administra- 
tor. (Clock  agt.  Chadeagne,  10 
Hun,  97.) 

6.  A  surrogate  cannot  enterUdn  pro- 
ceedings instituted  by  one  of  the 
next  of  kin  of  a  deceased  person 
against  an  administrator,  to  en- 
force the  payment  of  a  distributive 
share  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased, 
when  such  proceedings  are  not 
commenced  before  the  expiration 
of  the  time  within  which  the  dis- 
tributee might  have  brought  an 
action  tmder  section  9  of  2  Revised 
Statutes,  114.    (Id.) 

7.  In  such  proceedings  no  formal 
written  pleading  is  necessary  to 
entitle  the  party  to  the  protection 
of  tlie  statute,  but  it  must  be  set 
up  or  urged  before  all  the  evidence 
has  been  taken,  so  that  the  claim- 
ant may  have  an  opportunity  to 
introduce  evidence  which  may  re- 
lieve him  from  the  operation 
thereof.    (Id) 

8.  Under  chapter  894  of  1870,  au- 
thorizing an  executor  or  adminis- 
trator to  institute  an  inquiry  as  to 
any  effects  of  the  deceased, 
believed  to  be  withheld  or  con- 
cealed from  him,  the  surrogate 
acts  judicially  in  conducting  the 
exammation,  and  the  testimony 
receivable  therein  is  subiect  to  the 
restrictions  of  section  899  of  the 
Code,  prohibiting  the  admission 
of  evidence  given  by  parties  intei^ 
ested  in  the  proceeaing  as  to  per- 
sonal transactions  had  with  de- 
ceased. {Vaton  agt.  Ormtby,  10 
Uun,  7.) 
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9.  In  order  U>  justify  an  <mler  re- 
quiring the  delivery  of  the  prop- 
erty to  the  executer  or  adminis- 
trator, tlie  surrogate  must  find,  as 
a  fact,  that  it  belongs  to  the  estate; 
it  is  not  enough  that  he  should 
determine  that  there  is  probable 
cause  to  believe  that  it  belongs  to 
it.    (M.) 

10.  The  order  should  specify  dis- 
tinctly the  property,  the  delivery 
of  which  \a  required,  and  an  order 
which,  after  specifying  certain 
articles,  proceeds,  *'and  all  other 
property,  ^oods,  &c.,  of  the  said 
(decease),  m  her  possession  or 
under  her  control  at  her  place  of 
residence,"  is  too  broad  and  must 
be  reversed     {Id.) 

11.  Power  of,  under  section  6  of 
chapter  359  of  1870,  to  appoint  a 
referee  to  examine  an  account 
and  report  thereon  to  him,  where 
objections  are  filed  by  the  appli- 
cant to  an  account  rendered  pur- 
suant to  an  order,  made  on  an 
application  for  an  accounting  by 
one  executor  requiring  his  co- 
executo/  to  render  and  file  an  ac- 
count under  2  Revised  Statutes, 
92,  section  52.  (Buc//<rn  agt.  Rin- 
UnU,  10  Hun,  183.) 

12.  Under  the  provisions  of  2  Revised 
Statutes,  223,  section  10,  providing 
tliat  "  the  surrogate  may  award 
costs  to  the  party  in  his  judgment 
entitled  thereto  to  be  paid  either 
by  the  other  party  personally  or 
out  of  the  estate,"  the  surrogate 
is  authorized  to  award  costs  to.  the^ 
successful  party  onlv,  and  he  has' 
no  power  to  award  costs  to  the 
defeated  contestants.  {Noyen  agt. 
OhUdren^H  Aid  Society,  10  Hun, 
280.) 

13.  Section  9,  of  chapter  359  of 
1870,  providing  that  *•  the  sur- 
rogate of  said  county  (New  York) 
may  grant  allowances  in  lieu  qf 
co%U  to  counsel  in  any  proceedings 
before  him  in  the  same  manner  as 
are  now  prescribed  by  the  Code 
of  Procedure,"  restricts  his  power 

Vol.  LIII.  80 


to  make  allowances,  to  those  cases 
in  whidi  he  is  authorized  to  award 
costs  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  and  he  has, 
therefore,  no  power  under  the 
said  act  to  make  allowances  to 
the  unsucceasfnl  parties  in  cases 
contested  before  him.    {Jd.) 


TAX. 

1.  Certain  lands  of  the  plauitiiT  with 
the  buildings  thereon,  were,  by 
statute,  exempt  from  taxation,  the 
same  being  used  exclusively  for 
public  worship, 

Hdd,  that  the  plaintiff  could 
maintain  an  action  In  equity  to  .set 
aside  a  tax  imposed  thereon,  and  a 
sale  made  for  its  non-payment,  no 
deed  having  been  executed  to  the 
purchaser,  tne  invalidity  of  the  tax 
not  appearing  on  the  face  of  the 
assessment,  but  required  to  be  es- 
tablished by  extrinsic  facts.  {Pon- 
gregaUon  Shaari  Tephila  agt.  May- 
or, dhe.,  ante,  213.) 

See  Injunction. 

Matin  agt.  Boa/rd  of  Sduc^Uion, 
ante,  289. 


TENDER. 

1.  The  omission  of  the  plaintiff  to 
have  the  deed  executed  on  or  be- 
f*)re  the  1st  of  May,  1875,  and 
tendered  on  that  day  at  defend- 
ant's residence,  was  equitably  ex- 
cised by  the  other  acts  performed 
by  him.  A  formal  tender  was 
waived  by  the  acts  and  omissions 
of  the  de&ndant.  (Buess  agt.  Koeh, 
ante,  92.)- 

2.  A  tender  to  a  sheriff  by  the  judg- 
ment debtor  of  the  full  amount 
collectible  upon  an  execution  in 
the  hands  of  the  former  discharges 
the  hen  of  the  execution  upon 
property  levied  by  virtue  thereof ; 
and  in  case  of  a  refusal  to  accept 
the  tender,  and  a  subsequent  sale 
of  the  property  under  the  execu- 
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tion,  an  action  for  conTersion  will 
lie.  (IWanifeLgt,  8t,  John,^N.  K, 
814.) 

3.  In  such  an  action  it  appeared 
that  the  judgment  upon  which  the 
execution  was  issued  was  rendered 
bv  the  marine  court  of  New  York 
city,  for  sixty-seven  dollars  and 
forty-four 'cents.  As  the  sheriff 
was  proceeding  to  sell  property 
levied  upon,  plaintiff  (the  judg- 
ment debtor)  tendered  $120.  The 
sheriff  refused  to  accept,  claiming 
the  tender  to  be  insufficient.  Plain- 
tiff thereupon  forbade  the  sale, 
but  the  sheriff  proceeded  with  it 
Defendant  (the  judgment  creditor) 
was  present  and  within  hearing 
distance  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
versation, and  subsequently  was 
heard  to  converse  respecting  the 
tender  he  bid  upon  the  property. 
Hdd,  that  the  tender  was  prima 
facie  sufficient  in  amount ;  that  if 
defendant  was  aware  of  the  facts 
he  was  liable  for  the  conversion  ; 
and  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  the  submission 
of  that  question  to  the  jury.    {Id.) 


TENEMENT-HOUSE. 

1.  The  conversion  and  change  by 
defendant  of  his  two  houses  into 
French  flat  or  apartment-house  is 
a  violation  of  his  covenant  not  to 
erect  a  tenement-house.  A  build- 
ing which  is  to  be  occupied  by 
tenants,  in  name  and  in  fact,  is 
clearly  within  the  true  meaning 
and  definition  of  a  Unemeni-Jumse, 
(Musgrave  agt.  Sherwood^  ante^  311.) 


TORT. 

1.  Where  a  party  brings  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  action,  he 
waives  a  tortious  receiving  or  with- 
holding the  money,  {wpen  agt 
Ormofrrd,  ante,  278.) 

2.  The  character  of  the  action  is  de- 
termined by  the  complaint,  and 


not  by  the  form  of  the  sommonB. 

(Id.) 

3.  An  allegation  that  tbe  defendant 
**  received  the  money  as  an  attor- 
ney at  law/'  does  not  necessarily 
make  his  refusal  to  pay  over 
wrongful.  He  may  still  have  a 
valid  ground  for  holding  on  to  the 
money.  To  have  that  effect,  it 
must  be  alleged  that  he  wrong- 
fully withholds  the  money.     (Id.) 

4.  To  an  action  brought  against  an 
attorney  at  law  for  moneys  re- 
ceived by  him  as  such,  he  may  set 
up  by  way  of  counter-claim  a  de- 
mand in  ms  favor  against  the  plain- 
tiff for  services  rendered.    {Id.) 


TRADE-MARK. 

1.  Courts  of  equity  refuse  to  inter- 
fere in  behalf  of  persons  who 
claim  property  in  a  trade-mark, 
acquired  by  advertising  their 
wares  under  representations  which 
are  false.  {Seadury  agt  Groifve- 
noTy  ante,  192.) 

2.  A  court  of  equity  will  refuse  to 
interfere  in  behalf  of  persons 
claiming  property  in  a  trade-mark 
where  such  person  is  shown  to  be 
advertising  his  wares  under  repre- 
sentations which  are  false.  He  is 
entitled  to  no  protection  in  a  busi- 
ness carried  on  by  means  of  un- 
true representations  and  state- 
ments. An  order  of  a  court 
should  not  suppress  the  publica- 

•  tion  of  4he  truth  and  allow  the 
utterance  of  a  falsehood  (8e^,  to 
same  egM,  Seabury  agt  Grasvenor, 
ante,  192).  (HdmboM  agt.  Henry 
T.  HdmixM  Manufacturing  Co., 
ante,  453.) 

3.  Where  the  plaintiff  undertakes  to 
sell  his  compound,  not  only  under 
the  name  and  alleged  trade-mark 
which  Henry  T.  Helmbold  former- 
ly used,  fmd  which  he  still  claims 
to  use  under  and  through  the  cor- 
poration with  which  he  is  now 
connected,  but  upon  a  representa- 
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tion  that  said  Helmbold  superin- 
tendSf  personally,  its  manufacture, 
and  by  his  own  signature  certifies 
to  the  genuiness  of  each  bottle: 

Held^  that  this  is  clearly  and 
confessedly  false,  and  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  no  protection  in  a 
business  carried  on  by  means  of 
such  untrue  and  false  representa- 
tions,   (/d.) 

4.  A  trade-mark  must,  as  the  term 
imports,  be  one  consisting  of  a 
word,  an  expression,  a  device  or  a 
mark  invented  or  adopted  bv  the 
owner  which  designates  ana  dis- 
tinguishes his  production  from 
the  general  manufacture  of  the 
same  article,  and  it  cannot  be  the 
appropriation  of  words  belonging 
to  the  general  public  which  de- 
scribe truly  a  known  product. 
(Id.) 

5.  A  particular  process  of  manufac- 
ture may  be  owned  when  the  legal 
steps  to  acquire  such  ownership 
have  been  taken,  or  a  particular 
mark  or  name  designating  the 
manufacturer  may  by  use  bScome 
the  subject  of  protection,  but 
words  and  phrases  in  common 
use.  describing  truly  an  article 
offered  to  the  public,  cannot  be- 
come individual  propeitv  any 
more  than   those   generally  em- 

.  ployed  in  life  which  must  be  used 
to  make  speech  intelligible.    (Id.) 

6.  Personal  knowledge  and  the  right 
to  use  words  trulv  descriptive  of 
things  cannot,  bjr  legal  process,  be 
taken  from  an  mdividual  against 
hlB  will,  and  without  his  volun- 
tary surrender  and  assignment 
thereof.    (Id.) 

7.  Although  a  person  can  by  volun- 
tary sale  and  assignment  transfer 
the  right  to  use  his  knowledge  and 
name,  the  right  to  use  his  own 
knowledge  and  name  cannot  be 
taken  from  him  through  the  order 
of  a  bankrupt  court,  or  by  any 
other  judicial  proceeding  what- 
ever.   (Id.) 


8.  The  name  of  a  man  is  a  part  of 
his  being,  so  indissolubly  connect- 
ed with  and  attached  to  him,  and 
which  distinguishes  and  separates 
him  from  all  mankind,  and  ena- 
bles the  public  to  know  him  and 
that  which  he  has  prepared;  it 
cannot  be  taken  from  him  and 
given  to  another,  so  that  the  lat- 
ter, by  the  use  of  such  name,  may 
vend  and  sell  his  own  preparations 
as  if  they  were  those  of  the  form- 
er.    (Id) 

9.  The  decree  or  judgment  of  one 
comt  cannot  be  shown  in  an- 
other by  the  oral  statement  of  a 
witness;  the  record,  or  an  exem- 
plified copy  thereof,  must  be  pro- 
duced.    (Id.) 


TRANSFER  OP  STOCK. 

• 

1.  An  action  or  bill  in  equity  may  be 
maintained  agaiilst  a  corporation, 
on  behalf  of  a  holder  of  its  stock, 
to  compel  a  transfer  to  him  by  the 
company  on  its  books.  (Cusnman 
agt.  Thayer  Mcmvfaeiwnng  Jew- 
my  Oo.y  ante  60.) 

2.  A  court  of  equity,  in  a  proper 
case,  mav  decree  the  transfers  of 
shares  of  stock  on  the  books  of 
the  company.    (Id.) 

8.  The  customary  action  by  a  party 
injured  by  the  refusal  of  a  cor- 
poration to  make  transfer  to  him, 
IS  an  action  at  law  for  damages  in 
which  he  is  entitled  to  recover  its 
full  market  value.    (Id.) 

• 

4  But  where  the  shares  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  a  corporation  have 
no  market  value  upon  which  an 
assessment  of  damages  in  an 
action  at  law  could  be  based,  their 
Talue  depending  upon  the  future 
operations  of  tne  company,  the 
company  having  it  in  their  power 
to  suspend  its  operations  in  toio  so 
as  to  make  the  stock  of  no  value, 
and  thus  decrease  the  law  damge 
to  a  mere  trifle,  the  capital  stock 
being  Iknited  and  not  easily,  if  at 
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al],  procurable  in  the  market,  the 
tmnsfer  of  the  shares  owned  by 
plaintiff  beine  effected  in  fraud  of 
her  rights  by  her  husband  and  one 
Beales,  the  transferee,  and  made 
on  the  books  of  the  company  by 
the  officers  of  the  company  in  bad 
faith,  the  original  cerUficafes  not 
being  produced  nor  properly  ac- 
counted for,  and  the  transfer  (eing 
made  to  one  of  the  officers  of  the 
company: 

^eld^  that  the  equitable  power 
of  the  court  may  be  invoked  and 
the  company  compelled  to  transfer 
the  shares  of  stock  to  plaintiffs  on 
their  books.    (Id.) 


TRIAL  FEE. 

1.  After  an  action  has  been  noticed 
for  trial  and  placed  upon  the  cal- 
endar, and  just  as  it  was  about  to 
be  moved  for  trial,  an  order  was 
entered  discontinuing  the  action 
upon  payment  of  costs.  Hdd^  that 
the  defendant  was  not  entitled 
to  include  a  trial  fee  in  such  costs. 
(Sutphen  ogt.  Lash,  10  Bun,  IdO.) 


TRIAL  OF  ACTION. 

After  service  of  an  offer  to  allow 
judgment  to  be  taken ,  but  before 
.the  expiration  of  ten  days  from 
such  service  —  plaintiff  entitled  to 
disregard  the  offer,  and  tax  the 
costs  thereafter  accruing.  {See 
Herman  agt  Lyons,  10  Hun,  111.) 

1.  One  F.  transfeiTed  to  plAintiff  by 
deed  in  trust,  among  other  thiAgs, 
a  demand  against  «i£rendant  for 
money  loaned.  F.  subsequently 
brought  suit  against  plaintiff  to 
set  aside  the  trust,  in  which  action 
defendant  was  sworn  as  a  witness. 
Plaintiff  succeeded  in  the  litiga- 
tion. In  an  action  upon  the  clami 
defendant  proved  payment  to  F. 
Plaintiff  requested  the  court  to 
Charge  that  the  pendency  of  said 
action  brought  by  F.  was  con- 
structive notice  to  defendant  of  the 


existence  of  the  trust  deed.  The 
court  refused  so  to  charge.  Held, 
no  error  ;  that  whether  defendant 
had  notice  of  the  character  of  the 
action  sufficient  to  put  him  upon 
inquiry  was  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury.  CHeermans' HgL  Ells- 
worth,  64iV:  r.,159.) 

2.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  an  injury  resulting  from  a 
collision  between  plaintiff's  car- 
riage and  one  alleged  to  belong  to 
de^ndant,  through  the  negligence 
of  the  coachman  driving  the  latter, 
the  principal  question  on  the  trial 
was  as  to  whether  the  carriage  be- 
longed to  defendant  or  his  daugh- 
ter, to  whom  defendant  claimea  to 
have  sold  it  and  the  horses.  It 
was  not  claimed  by  defendant  that 
the  employment  of  the  coachman 
was  separate  from  the  ownership 
of  the  carria^  and  horses,  and 
the  evidence  snowed  tliem  insepa- 
rably connected.  The  court 
charged  that,  if  defendant  did  not 
own  the  carriage  and  horses,  no 
recovery  could  oe  had.  Defend- 
ant's counsel  requested  hun  to 
charge  that  if  the  jury  find  the 
coachman  was  not  the  servant  of 
the  defendant  but  of  the  daughter, 
they  could  not  find  for  plaintiff. 
The  court  remarked  that  he  did 
not  see  how  he  could  separate  the 
two  things  on  the  evidence,  and 
said  counsel  excepted  to  the  refu- 
sal to  charge  ae  requested.  Hdd, 
that  the  remark  could  not  be  con- 
strued as  a  refusal  to  charge  the 
request  as  &  legal  proposition,  but 

«onIy  that  as  a  question  of  fact; 
the  ownership  of  the  carriage  and 
horses  and  the  employment  of  the 
coachman  could  not  be  separated, 
and  that  the  form  of  the  exception 
did  not  change  the  effect  of  the 
deoisi<Hi.  {Soaiie  agt.  Ehner,  64 
JV:  r.,  201.) 

3.  Plaintiff  built  a  house  upom  the 
land  of  his  wife,  in  whijch  he  lived 
with  his  fiunily,  havine  possession 
and  control  thereof.  He  openUed 
the  farm  in  hia  own  name,  owned 
the  stock  and  provided  for  his 
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family.  In  an  action  for  unlaw- 
fully and  violently  breaking  into 
and  entering  the  dwelling-house 
Uio  court  charged  that  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  for  damages  to 
the  house,  Hdd,  error  ;  that  the 
facts  were  sufQcient  to  authorize 
a  finding  of  a  possession  in  plain- 
tiff sufficient  to  entitle  him  to 
maintain  the  action.  {Alexander 
agt.  Hofrd,  64  K  K,  228.) 

4.  In  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  life 
insurance  the  defense  was  the 
falsity  of  various  answers  to  ques- 
tions in  the  application  which 
were,  by  the  terms  of  the  policy, 
made  warranties.  After  the  de- 
fendant's counsel  had,  upon  the 
trial,  specified  certain  answers 
which  he  claimed  to  be  false,  on 
motion  to  dismiss,  in  exceptions 
to  the  submission  of  questions  to 
the  jury  and  in  requests  to  charge, 
he  requested  the  court  to  chai'ge 
that  upon  the  policy  and  the  evi- 
dence the  plaintiff  could  not  re- 
cover any  thing  beyond  the  amount 
of  the  last  premium.  Heldy  that 
the  general  objection  did  not 
entitle  defendant  to  raise  on  ap- 
peal points  as  to  the  falsity  of 
answers  which  were  not  specified, 
and  as  to  which  no  question  of  law 
was  raised  and  passed  upon  on  the 
trial.  {Boo«  agt.  TT.  M,  i.  Ins,  Co,^ 
64  N,  F.,  236.) 

5.  In  answer  to  a  question  as  to 
whether  he  had  had,  during  the 
last  seven  years,  any  severe  sick- 
ness or  disease,  the  insured  an- 
swered "No."  The  policy  was 
issued  in  1870.  Evidence  was 
^ven  showing  that  in  1865  the 
msured  had  an  attack  of  pneu- 
monia which  lasted  ten  days, 
during  which  he  was  attended  by 
a  physician.  Plaintiff's  witnesses 
testified,  that  during  this  time  he 
was  a  strong,  healthy  man.  One 
witness,  not  shown  to  be  compe- 
tent to  speak  as  to  the  nature  of 
the  illness,  testified  that  plaintiff 
had  sunstroke  in  1868,  or  1865. 
Hdd^  that  the  court  was  not  bound 
to  decide,  as  matter  of  law,  that 


6. 


either  was  "a  severe  siclsness  or 
disease  "  within  the  meaning  of 
the  question,  and  that  the  question 
of  a  breach  of  warranty  was  one 
of  fact  for  the  jury,     {id.) 

In  an  action  tried  by  a  referee 
where  evidence  is  received  com- 
petent as  against  one  or  more  of 
several  defendants,  it  is  not  error 
for  the  referee  to  refuse  to  decide, 
either  at  the  time  the  evidence  is 
received  or  at  the  close  of  the  case, 
as  to  which  of  the  defendants  the 
evidence  is  competent  (Church. 
Ch.  c/.,  Allen  and  Folqbb,  JJ.y 
dissettting).  {Lathrop  agt.  Bram- 
haU,  64^.  F.,366.) 


7.'  A  refusal  of  a  referee  to  pass  upon 
an  objection  to  evidence  at  the 
time  it  is  offered  and  the  receipt 
thereof,  with  a  reservation  of  the 
question  as  to  its  admissibility  im- 
til  the  close  of  the  case,  is  impro- 
per, but  is  not  necessarily  fatal  to 
the  judgment  (Church,  Ch.  «A, 
Allen  tmd  Polgbr,  JJ.,  dissent- 
ing).   {Id). 

8.  Buch  a  reservation  is  to  be  con- 
sidered upon  appeal  the  same  as 
if  the  objection  had  been  over- 
ruled and  an  exception  taken,  and 
if  the  evidence  were  proper  or 
could  not  have  affected  the  rightH 
of  the  objecting  party  injuriously, 
the  reservation  is  not  ground  for 
reversal  (Church,  Oh.  /.,  Allen 
and  PoLGEB,  /«/.,  dissenting).  (Id.) 

0.  Where  a  party  requests  certain 
specified  questions  to  be  submit- 
ted to  the  jury  for  which  there  is 
no  valid  ground,  it  will  be  as- 
sumed that  he  intends  to  waive 
the  submission  of  other  questions, 
and  a  refusal  to  submit  the  case  to 
the  jury  is  proper.  (Bounce  agt. 
Bote,  64  JV:  T:,412.) 

10.  An  expression  of  opinion  in  a 
charge  to  a  jury  as  to  a  question 
of  fact,  however  decided,  is  not 
the  ground  of  an  exception,  if  no 
direction  is  given  to  the  jury  to 
find  in  accordance  with  such  opin- 
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ion,  and  the  question  is  fairly  left 
to  them  to  decide  upon  their  own 
judgment  (Masaom  agt  i>.  and 
H,  a  Co.,  UN.  r.,  624.) 

11.  A  variation  between  the  com- 
plaint and  the  proof  as  to  the  de- 
tails of  a  fraudulent  conspiracy, 
and  the  mode  in  which  it  is  carried 
out,  if  the  proof  establishes  such 
a  conspiracy  and  an  injury  to 
plantiff  consequent  upon  the  car- 
rying out  of  the  fraud,  is  not  a 
failure  of  proof  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  code  {see.  171),  and  will 
not  Justify  a  dismissal  of  the  com- 
plaint Without  proof  **to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  court  *'  that  de- 
fendant has  been  misled,  the  vari- 
ance is  to  be  deemed  immaterial, 
and  no  amenchnent  of  the  com- 
plaint is  necessary.     {PUioe  agt. 

-   Jftrwtor,  66  JV:  F.,  89.) 

12.  In  an  action  for  conspiracy,  it  is 
within  the  discretion  of  the  trial 
court  to  aUow  evidence  of  the 
declarations  of  one  of  the  alleged 
conspirators  to  be  given  prior  to 
proof  of  'the  conspiracy,  and  con- 
ditional upon  the  production  of 
such  proof  thereafter.    (Id.) 

18.  The  rule  requiring  such  prelimi- 
nary proof  should  not  be  cleparted 
from,  however,  save  under  partic- 
ular and  urgent  circumstances. 
(Id.) 

14.  In  an  action  tried  at  O.  for  the 
onlawful 'taking  and  conversion  of 
a  canal  boat  at  N.  Y.,  a  witness 
for  the  plaintiff,  who  testified  that 
he  resided  at  O.,  was  asked  the 
value  of  the  boat.  This  was  ob- 
jected to  on  the  ground  that  the 
value  of  the  boat  at  O.  was  not 
the  measure  of  damages.  The 
objection  was  overruled.  Ilddy  no 
error;  that  an  answer  giving  the 
value  at  N.  Y.  would  have  been 
pertinent,  and  it  did  not  appear 
but  that  such  an  answer  was  given ; 
that,  to  raise  the  question,  defend- 
ant should  have  asked  the  witness 
ijf  he  referred  to  the  value  at  O., 
and,  if  he  answered  in  the  affirm- 


ative,  then  should  have  moved  to 
strike  out  his  answer.  (Hjfai^ 
agt  Lord,  66  J\r.  F.,  810.) 


TROVER 

See  Conversion. 

Laverty  agt.  Sneihan^  ante,  162. 


TRUSTEE. 

1.  Where  a  mortgage  was  made 
without  consideration,  but  was  as- 
signed by  the  mortgagee  as  a  valid 
security  to  a  bona  fat  purchaser  for 
an  amount  less  thas  Its  face,  the 
purchaser  relying  upon  the  repre- 
sentations of  the  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee  that  the  mortgage  had 
been  issued  for  its  full  vaJue, 

Hdd^  that  the  assignee,  upon  a 
sale  by  him  of  the  mortgage  for 
its  face,  was  not  a  trustee  lor  the 
mortg^r,  nor  his  creditors,  as  to 
the  difference  between  what  he 
paid  for  the  mortgage  and  the  sum 
which  he  received  upon  its  sale. 
(Chiller  agt  Potoers^  ante^  194.) 


2. 


Schaffer  agt  Bietty  (50  JNT.  F.,  61), 
and  Freeman  agt.  Auld  (44  id,,  50) 
distinguished.   Id. 


UNDERTAKING. 

1.  An  order  of  reference,  under  sec- 
tion 222  of  the  Code»  to  ascertain 
damages  upon  an  undertaking 
given  upon  the  granting  of  an 
injunction,  cannot  be  regularly 
granted  until  judgment  has  been 
entered ;  but  wiiere  the  order  is 
entered  by  plaintiff's  consent  this 
obviates  the  objection.  (Latetan 
agt  Oreen,  64  N.  F.,  326.) 

2.  The  limit  of  liability  upon  such 
an  undertaking  is  the  amount 
specified  therem,  and  the  court 
has  no  power  to  make  any  allow- 
ance beyond  that  amount  for  dis- 
bursements.   Referee   fees  upon 
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the  reference  are  part  of  the 
damages,  and  recoverable  as  such. 
{Id,) 

8.  Accordingly,  held,  that  an  allow* 
ance  for  disbursements  and  referee 
fees  over  and  above  the  sum  speci- 
fied in  the  undertaking  was  error. 
(Id.) 

4.  Such  a  proceeding  is  not  a  pro- 
ceeding '*in  the  action;"-  it  is  a 
proceeding  after  judgment,  con- 
stituting no  part  of  the  action, 
and  the  court  has  no  power  to 
give  costs  therein.    (Id.) 

5.  The  final  order  in  such  proceed- 
ings should  be  limited  to  fixing  the 
amount  of  damages,  and  a  pro- 
vision therein  requiring  the  plain- 
tiff to  pay  the  same  is  improper. 
The  amount  of  damages  so  ascer- 
tained is  conclusive  upon  the  par- 
ties and  the  sureties,  but  payment 
can  only  be  enforced  by  action 
upon  the  undertaking.    (Id,) 

6.  Where,  upon  appeal  from  jus- 
tices* court,  an  undertaking  is 
given  as  prescribed  b^  section  356 
of  the  code,  the  parties  executing 
it  covenant  for  the  final  result  of 
the  action,  and  if,  ultimately,  a 
final  judgment  is  rendered  against 
the  appellant,  upon  which  an  exe- 
cution may  and  is  issued  and  re- 
turned unsatisfied,  they  are  liable. 
(Humerton  agt.  Boif,  05  N.  F.,  380.) 

7.  According,  heid,  where  the  ap- 
peal to  the  county  court  resulted 
in  a  indgment  in  favor  of  the  re- 
spondent, which  was  reversed  by 
the  general  term  of  the^  supreme 
court,  and  the  cause  certified  into 
the  supreme  court  and  there  tried, 
resulting  in  a  judgment  for  re- 
spondent, upon  which  execution 
was  issued  and  returned  unsatis- 
fied, that  the  surety  on  the  under- 
taking, given  on  appeal  to  the 
county  court,  was  liable.    (Id.) 

8.  An  execution  was  issued  upon  the 
county  court  judgment,  and  levy 
made  upon  property  sufficient  to 


satisfy  it  An  undertaking  was 
given  upon  appeal  to  the  general 
term,  ffeldy  that  the  execution 
and  levy  did  not  aid  defendant,  as 
*  they  feU  with  the  reversal  of  the 
judl^ent ;  and  that  the  under- 
taking in  suit  was  not  superseded 
by  the  one  given  on  appeisil  to  the 
general  term.    (Id,) 

9.  As  to  whether  it  would  have  been 
superseded  had 'the  county  court 
judgment  been  affirmed,  qucere. 
(Id.) 

10.  No  notice  of  judgment,  execution 
and  return  is  necessary  to  be  given 
before  suit  is  brouj;ht  upon  such 
an  undertaking.    (Id,) 

11.  The  return  by  the  sheriff  of  the 
execution  unsatisfied,  is,  in  the 
absence  of  collusion  or  fraud,  con- 
clusive, and  cannot  be  contradicted 
by  evidence  that  the  appellant  had 
property  out  of  which  the  execu- 
tion might  have  been  satisfied.  (Id,) 


UNDUE  INFLUENCK 

See  AssiGNicEirr. 

Fowler  agt.  BuUerly,  cmte,  471. 


USURY. 

1.  Where  a  promissory  note,  s^ed 
and  dated  in  New  York  and  pay- 
able at  a  bank  here,  is  negotiated 
for  the  first  time  in  another  state, 
the  laws  of  the  state  where  the 
note  is  negotiated  are  to  control 
as  to  the  defense  of  usury.  (Dick- 
insan  agt.  Edwards,  o/nte,  40.) 

2.  The  form  of  the  note  or  obliga- 
tion may  be  written  here,  but  it 
only  becomes  a  note  or  contract 
upon  its  delivery,  and  it  is  made 
when  and  where  it  is  delivered. 
(Id.) 

8.  A.  made  his  promissory  note, 
dated  in  New  York  and  payable 
at  a  bank  here,  and  delivered  the 
same  to  B.,  who  took  the  note  to 
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the  state  of  Massachusetts,  where 
it  was  for  the  first  time  negotiated, 
C.  di^icounliog  it  at  a  rate  of  inter- 
est lawful  there  but  more  thau 
allowed  b^  the  laws  of  this  state. 
In  an  action  by  0.  against  A.  on 
the  note: 

HeUl,  that  it  was  not  void  for 
usury,  as  the  laws  of  Massachu- 
setts must  govern  as  to  this  ques- 
tion.   {Id.) 

4.  Where  a  mortgage  of  $20,000  was 
made  to  a  third  party  to  be  «old, 
the  plaiutifis  purcnasin^  said  mort- 
gage from  an  agent  of  the  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee,  and  paying 
for  the  same  $18,000.  and  after- 
wards receiving  $1,000  payment 
on  the  same;  at  the  time  of  the 
assignment  of  the  mortgage  to 
plaiutifits,  the  mortgagor  executed 
and  delivered  the  usual  mortgag- 
or's certificate,  upon  the  iaith  of 
which  the  plaintiffs  took  the  assign- 
ment: 

Heldy  that  the  plaintiffs  having 
relied  on  the  assurances  of  defend- 
ant, contained  in  the  certificate,  in 
taking  the  mortgage  the  defend- 
ant is  estopped  from  setting  up 
usiu-y  as  a  defense. 

add,  also,  that  although  said 
bond  and  mortgage,  as  to  the 
original  mortgagee,  had  no  legal 
inception,  yet  in  the  hands  of  the 
plaintiffs  it  is  a  valid  and  subsist- 
me  Uen,  to  the  extent  of  the  con- 
sideration advanced  upon  it.  (Real 
Estate  Trust  Co.  agt.  RadereicU., 
ante,  231.) 

5.  The  plaintiffs  having  acquired  a 
valid  title  to  the  mortgage,  no  sub- 
sequent usurious  agreement  to  ex- 
tend the  time  of  payment  coiild 
impair  or  avoid  the  original  obli- 
gation,   (Id.) 

6.  The  acceptance  by  the  lender 
from  the  broker  of  any  portion  of 
his  commissions  does  not  consti- 
tute usury.  (W?iea(an agi.  VoorTua 
etal,,anU,^l9.) 

1,  The  representations  of  the  agent 
of   the  lender  do    not  bind  the 


principal  imless  authorized  by 
him,  or  the  fruits  of  such  repre- 
sentations are  received  by  the 
lender  with  knowledge  of  their 
origin.    (Id) 

8.  The  question  in  such  case  would 
seem  to  be,  did  the  lender  receive 
the  money  from  the  broker  for  the 
purpose  of  evading  the  usury  law, 
or  for  the  purpose  of  receiving 
more  than  seven  per  cent  for  the 
loan  of  his  money.     (Id,) 

9.  Usury  must  be  strictly  proven  as 
alleged,  and  any  variance  is  fatal. 

10  Where  the  allegations  In  the 
answer  are,  that  the  plaintiff  took 
$2,900  in  excess  of  legal  interest 
for  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  the 
mortgage  debt,  while  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  total  amount  re- 
ceived by  the  plaintiff  was  $2,125: 
Held,  to  be  a  variance  which  is 
fatal.    (Id,) 

11.  A  motion  at  the  close  of  the  case 
to  conform  the  pleadings  to  the 
proof  can  never  be  granted  where 
the  admission  of  the  evidence  has 
been  promptly  objected  to  upon 
the  ground  that  the  evidence  did 
not  tend  to  support  the  alleg&ti<Mis 
in  the  answer.    (Id,) 

See  Mortgage. 

Oriplffr  agt.  Powers,  arUe,  192. 


VARIANCE. 

1.  Usury  must  be  strictly  proven  as 
allegei,  and  any  variance  is  fatal. 
(WheaUm  agt.  Vocrhu  et  al.,  ante, 
319.) 

2.  Where  the  alkgations  in  the  an- 
swer are,  that  the  plamtiff  took 
$2,900  in  excess  of  legal  interest 
for  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  the 
mortgage  debt,  while  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  total  amount  re- 
ceived by  the  plaintiff  was  $2,125: 
Held,  to  be  a  variance  which  is 
fatal.    (Id.) 
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8.  A  motion  at  the  doee  of  the  case 
to  conform  the .  pleadings  to  the 
*  proof  can  nerer  be  granted  where 
the  admission  of  the  evidence  has 
been  promptly  objected  to  upon 
the  ground  tmit  the  evidence  did 
not  tend  to  support  the  allegations 
in  the  answer.    (Td.) 

4.   A  variation  between  the  com- 

§laint  and  the  proof  as  to  the 
etails  of  a  fraudulent  conspiracy 
and  the  mode  in  which  it  is  car- 
ried out,  if  the  proof  establishes 
such  a  conspiracy  and  an  injuiy 
to  plaintiff  consequent  ui>on  the 
carrying  out  of  the  fraud,  is  not  a 
failure  of  proof  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  code  (liee.  171),  and  will 
not  justify  a  dismissal  of  the  com- 
plaint Without  proof  **to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  court  '*  that  de- 
fendant has  been  misled,  the  vari- 
ance to  be  deemed  immaterial, 
and  no  amendment  of  the  com- 

Slaint  is  necessary.     (Place  agt. 
finstor,  65  If.  F..  89.) 


VENUE. 

1.  When,  upon  a  motion  to  change 
the  place  of  trial,  the  defendant 
swears  to  nineteen  witnesses  resid- 
ing in  another  county,  all  of  whom 
are  sworn  to  be  material,  and  the 
plaintiff  swears  to  no  witnesses 
residing  in  the  county  where  the 
venue  is  laid,  but  simply  sets 
forth,  in  his  affidavit,  facts  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  defense  sought 
to  be  established  by  defendant's 
witnesses  has  no  real  existence, 
the  motion  should  be  granted. 
(Wigffin  agt  Phelps,  10  Bun,  187.) 


VERDICT. 

1.  The  jury  retired  to  consider  their 
verdict,  and  after  being  absent  for 
a  longjHme  returned  into  court  and 
reported  that  they  were  unable  to 
agree,  «and  thereupon  they  were 
furUier  instructed  by  the  court, 

.  and  in  closing  the  instructions  the 
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court  stated  to  them  as  follows: 
'*  You  must  agree  upon  a  verdict; 
I  cannot  disclmr^  you  until  you 
•  agree  upon  a  verdict."  The  jury 
retired  and  very  soon  returned 
into  court  and  rendered  their  ver- 
dict of  *'  no  cause  of  action: " 

Held,  that  this  verdict  cannot  be 
said  to  be  the  judgment  of  tl)e 
juiy  acting  without  constraint  and 
m  the  discharge  of  their  obliga- 
tions to  render  a  true  verdict  ac- 
cording to  the  evidence,  and,  there- 
fore, ought  not  to  stand.  (Slater 
agt.  Mead,  ante,  57.) 

3.  The  proper  mode  of  redress  in 
such  case  is  bv  motion  to  set  aside 
the  verdict    (Id.) 

8.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  personal  property,  which 
has  not  been  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff,  the  jury  should  assess 
the  value  of  the  property  and 
damages  for  its  detention,  and  not 
simply  find  a  general  verdict  for 
damages,  and  the  judgment  in 
such  a  case  should  be  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  property,  or  the  value 
thereof  in  case  a  delivery  could 
not  be  had,  together  with  dama- 
ges for  its  detention.  (PMSU/pe  agt 
MeMUe,  10  Hun,  211.) 


WAIVER 

See  Answsb. 

AeUe  agt.  Leeming,  ante,  897. 

Appearance  of  defendant  in  attach- 
ment suit  in  justices'  court  for  the 
purpose  of  moving  to  set  aside 
attachment  for  want  of  jurisdic 
tion  is  not  a  waiver  of  the  objec- 
tion. (See  Tiffany  agt  Lard,  65 
N.  T.,  310.) 


WILL. 

1.  A  widow  can  maintain  an  action 
to  obtain  a  construction  of  her 
husband's  will.  (KeteUae  agt.  Kei- 
eUae,  emte,  85.) 
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2.  Where  a  testator  gave  to  his  wife 
$5,000  to  invest  same  and  apply 
the  income  to  the  use  and  benefit 
of  his  son  Leopold  for  life,  and 
further  directed  that  the  shivre  of 
Leopold  in  the  redduary  eitate  should 
also  be  paid  to  his  wue.  to  receive 
the  income  thereof  ana  applv  the 
same  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  said 
son  L.  I 

Held]  that  the  sum  of  |5,000  did 
not  pass  under  the  residuary  clause 
of  the  will,  but  that  as  to  the  same, 
after  the  death  of  Leopold,  the 
testator  died  intestate. 

Also  held,  that  a  bequest  and 
devise  to  the  testator's  wife  ''  in 
Ueu  of  dower'*  did  not  exclude 
her  participation  in  the  personal 
estate,  as  to  which  he  died  intes- 
tate,   {dink  agt.  Sink,  ante,  400.) 

8.  Where  the  testator,  bv  the  resid- 
uary clause  of  his  will,  gave  the 
remainder  of  his  estate  to  his  wife 
and  five  children,  share  and  share 
alike,  but  directed  the  share  of 
his  son  Leopold  to  be  pfdd  over 
to  the  testator's  wife,  in  trust,  to 
apply  the  income  to  tii^e  use  and 
benefit  of  Leopold  for  life: 

Held,  that  upon  the  death  of 
Leopold  the  portion  of  the  estate 
designed  for  his  support  went  to 
his  heirs  and  next  or  kin.    (Id,) 

4.  Where  a  testator  gave  the  inc<»ne 
of  his  estate  to  his  four  daughters, 
to  be  divided  between  them  equally 
**  during  their,  and  each  of  their, 
natural  lives,  with  remainder  to 
their  respective  children,  and  to 
their  respective  heirs,  it  being  fur- 
ther provided  that  if  either 
daughter  should  die  without  issue, 
the  share  of  such  deceased  daught- 
er should  be  divided  between  the 
survivor  or  survivors  of  them, 
share  and  share  alike,  &c. : " 

HfiUL,  that  the  testamentary  dis- 
position was  void,  as  creathig  a 
umitation  beyond  two  lives  in 
being  at  the  testator's  death. 
(Mona/rque  agt  Begua^  amie^  4S8.) 

6.  The  eighth  clause  of  the  testator's 
will  is  as  follows:    ''After   the 


payment  of  my  just  debts  and 
funeral  charges   I   give  and    be- 
queath the  rest  and  residue  of  my 
propertjr>  real  and  personal,    of 
every  kind  and  description,  to  my 
four     children,     Mary     Wright 
Heartt,  Charles  S.  Heartt,  Jonas 
S.  Heartt  and  Jane  Lanu>erson, 
the  wife  of  Edward  Schell,  to  be 
equally  divided    between   them, 
share  and  share  alike."    (Heartt 
agt  lAvingetony  antey  487.) 

6.  The  ninth  clause  declares:  "Li 
the  event  of  any  of  my  chidren 
dyio^,  or  either  of  them,  before 
a  division  of  my  estate,  leaving 
issue,  then  the  share  or  shares  to 
which  he,  she  or  they  respectively 
would  be  entitled  to  undw  and  by 
viitue  of  this  will  shall  go  to  his, 
her  or  their  issue  respectively." 
(Id.) 

7.  By  a  codicil  to  the  will  the  testa- 
tor says:  **  Whereas  I,  Jonas  C. 
Heartt,  of  thedtyof  Troy,  county 
of  Rensselaer  and  state  of  New 
York,  have  made  my  lae^  will  and 
testament,  in  writing  executed  the 
10th  day  of  February,  in  the  year 
1870,  in  which  I  have  made  cer- 
tain devises  and  bequests  to 
Charles  8.  Heartt ;  now,  there- 
fore, I  do,  by  this  writing,  which 
I  hereby  de<Sare  to  be  a  codicil  to 
my  said  last  will  and  testament, 
and  to  be  taken  as  a  part  thereof, 
revoke*  and  cancel  the  devises  and 
bequests,  and  each  and  every  of 
them  embraced  in  my  said  will  to 
the  said  Charies  S.  Heartt."    (Id,) 

8.  The  will  bears  date  February  10, 
1870,  and  the  codicil  thereto  Janu- 
ary 14,  1874.  Charles  8.  died  be- 
fore the  father,  and  on  or  about 
the  4th  day  of  March,  1874,  leav- 
ing one  child  the  defendant  Louise 
P.  W.  Livingston.  The  testator 
had  at  the  time  of  making  the 
will  and  codicil  four  children, 
to  wit,  Jonas  8.  (the  plaintiff)  and 
Mary  W.  and  Jane  L.  (two  of  the 
defendants)  and  Charles  8.,  afore- 
said; and  at  the  time  of  his  death 
the  said  three  children  and  Mis. 
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LiyingBton,  the  daughter  of  his 
deceased  son  Charles,  were  his 
onlv  descendants: 

HM,  that,  reading  the  codcil  as 
a  part  of  the  will  and  as  an 
amendment  thereof,,  which  both 
the  law  and  the  language  thereof 
declare  must  be  done.  .&  devises 
and  bequests  to  Charles  are  to  be 
eliminated  therefroni,  the  plain 
effect  of  which  is  to  devise  the 
residue  of  the  estate  to  the  re- 
maining children,  Jonas  S.,  Mary 
W.  and  Jane  L.    (/d) 

9.  When  a  testator  has  four  chil- 
dren to  provide  for  and  gives  to 
them  the  entire  estate,  share  and 
share  alikb,  and  then  by  a  codicil 
disinherits  the  one  and  revokes 
the  devise  as  to  him,  the  remain- 
ing three  take  the  whole;  and 
when  a  testator  having  but  four 
children,  by  the  residuary  clause 
of  the  will  gives  such  residue  to 
the  four  eqimlly,  and  then  by  cod- 
icil revokes  the  devise  to  the  one, 
the  other  three  take  the  whole. 
As  amended  by  the  codicil  the 
will  gives  all  to  the  three  instead 
of  the  four.    (Jd.) 

10.  Although,  as  the  will  reads  with- 
out the  co(Ucil;  the  proportion  of 
each  of  the  four  named  in  the 
residuary  clause  would  be  one- 
quarter,  yet  this  result  is  not  ex- 
pressed in  words,  and  the  question 
is  not  what  was  the  original  inten- 
tion of  the  testator,  but  what  did 
he  intend  when  he  made  the  codi- 
cU  ?  That  intention  is  to  be  gath- 
ered from  the  words  of  the  will 
as  it  will  read  after  an  amendment 
which  strikes  out  one  name.  So 
reading  this  will,  as  amended  by 
the  codicil,  the  devise  is  of  all  the 
residue  to  the  three,  as  no  words 
remain  which  limit  the  share  of 
each  one  of  the  three  to  one-quar- 
ter of  the  whole,    (id) 

11.  The  ninth  clause  of  the  will  makes 
no  independent  devise  to  Mrs.  Liv- 
ingston or  anv  €f  the  grandchild- 
ren. If  the  child  would,  if  living, 
have  taken  nothing  under  the  will, 


then  the  issue  can  take  nothing. 
'By  the  will  as  amended  by  the 
codicil,  Charles  8*  would  "have 
taken  nothing;  and  as  he  could 
not,  Mrs.  Livingston  cannot,   (/(i.) 

13.  In  addition  to  the  provision  made 
for  Mary  W.  by  the  residuary 
clause  in  the  will,  that  instrument, 
in  the  first  clause,  declares:  **I 
give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter 
Mary.W.  the  use  and  occupation 
of  the  lot  and  dwelling-house  in 
which  I  now  reside,  No.  67  First 
street,  together  with  all  the  vacant 
ground  connected  thereto,  being 
sixty-six  feet  eight  inches  of  front 
on  First  street  and  180  feet  deep, 
together  with  all  the  out-buildings 
on  the  same;  also  all  my  house- 
hold furniture,  beds,  bedding,  sil- 
ver plate,  books,  fixtures,  as  well 
as  every  other  kind  of  personal 
property  which  maj  be  on  the  ^ 
premises  of  my  residence  at  the  * 
time  of  my  decease  and  belonging 
to  me,  except  such  articles  as  I 
may  hereinafter  dispose  of."  ( Id.) 

18.  The  next  clause  sets  apart  securi- 
ties enough  to  produce  an  Income 
annually. of  $5,000  to  be  paid  to 
the  said  Mary  W.  in  monthly, 
quarterly  or  half-yearly  payments, 
as  she  may  elect,  to  keep  up  the 
establishment  and  pay  taxes  and 
insurance  so  long  as  she  may  oc- 
cupy the  premises  given  to  Uer  by 
the  first  clause.  For  how  long  a 
period  of  time  she  should  have 
the  use  of  the  homestead  the  will 
does  not  provide,  and  the  first 
clause  in  the  will  is  the  on^y  devise 
to  her  of  any  spedjie  real  estate 
whatever.    (Td.) 

14.  The  codicil  then  provides:  ''I 
also  hereby  declare  that  the  devise 
of  real  estate  in  my  said  will  to 
mjr  daughter  Mary  W.  is  a  devise 
of  the  same  to  her  for  her  natural 
life;  and  meh  devise  to  her  for  all 
real  estate  contained  in  my  said 
will  is  to  be  construed  and  to  have 
effect  as  a  devise  of  the  same  to 
her  for  her  natural  life." 

EM,    that  the  devise  of  the 
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homeBtead  contained  in  the  first 
clause  of  the  will  to  Maiy  W.  is 
limited,  by  the  codicil,  to  her  life. 
Held,  also,  that  as  to  Mary  W. 
the  residuary  dause  of  the  will  is 
undisturbed  by  the  codicil    {Id.) 


WITNESS. 

A  surrogate  acts  Judicially  in  con- 
ducting examination  as  to  effects 
of  deceased  person  under  chapter 
394  of  t870,  and  the  testimony 
receivable  on  such  examination 
is  subject  to  the  restrictions  of 
section  399  of  the  Code.  {See  TO- 
ton  agt.  Ormtby^  10  Hun^  7.) 

What  questipn  calls  for  opinion  of. 
(See  Murray  agt  Deyo,  10  Hun,  8.) 

• 

Change  of  venue  for  convenience 
of  —  motion  for  granted,  when 
opposing  affidavit  simply  sets  forth 
facts  tending  to  show  that  the 
facts  sought  to  be  established  by 
defendant's  witness  have  no  exist- 
ence. {See  Wigffin  agt.  Phslpi,  10 
Hun,  187.) 

Testimony  of,  as  to  general  reputa- 
tion—  what  questions  may  be 
asked.  {See  Oarpenter  agt.  Blake^ 
10  //wn,  858.) 

Statement  by,  of  what  was  said  to 
him  by  another  witness  before  the 
trial — admissibility  of.  {See  Shear 
agt.  Van  Dyke  10  Hun,  538.) 

Experts — Evidence  of,  in  oases  of 
insanity  —  what  questions  may  be 


asked.     {See   Kaenig 


% 


Globe 


Mul  Idfi  Ins.  Co.,  10  Htm,  558.) 

Examination  of,  on  commission  — 
answeni  to  cross-interrogatories  — 
by  whom  they  may  be  read 
in  evidence.  {See  mir$haU  agt. 
Waiertown  Stmn  Engine  Co., 
10  Hun,  463.) 


WRIT  OF  POSSESSION. 

1.  A  writ  of  possession  issued  upon 
a  judgment  in  ejectment  can  law- 
fully be  executed  after  the  return 
day  thereof ;  the  office  of  the  writ 
is  simply  to  carry  into  effect  the 
judgment,  and  the  command  to 
return  within  six^  days  is  direc- 
tory merely.  {mSbeck  agt.  Van 
Renggelaer,  64  N.  7.,  27.) 

2.  Ahhough  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
sheriff,  m  execntine  such  writ,  if 
required  to  remove  from  the  prem- 
ises the  personal  prc^rty  thereon, . 
the  omisssion  to  do  so  does  not 
vitiate  the  execution  of  the  writ 
when  possession  of  the  land  is 
delivered.    {Id.) 

8.  Where  the  action  was  brought  by 
a  landlord  because  of  non-pay- 
ment of  rent  and  possession  is 
delivered  to  him  or  his  assi^^ee, 
the  statute  giving  to  the  defendant 
six  months  after  such  taking  pos- 
session in  which  to  redeem  (2  R. 
S. ,  506,  sec.  88)  begins  to  run,  and 
the  time  limited  for  redemption  Is 
not  enlarged  by  a  subsequent  re- 
entry of  the  tenant    {Id,) 


INDEX. 


A. 

ACKNOWLBDQMBNT. 

fasb'. 
Made  by  an  attorney  in  fact,  to 
an  assignment,  executed  by 
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tion on  a  lease,  for  violation 
of  an  agreement  to  heat  prem- 
ises   478 


D. 

DEFENSE. 

To  an  action,  that  a  smaller 
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